the CURS 
Anti= Ant 


Semitism 


MAKING PONTIUS PILATES OUT OF POLITICIANS 


About the Author 


AUSTIN J, APP, Ph.D. 
Associate Professor of English (Ret.), LaSalle College, Philadelphia, 
Honorary President, Federation of American Citizens of Germand Decent 


Dr. App, born and raised in Wisconsin, holds an M.A, and a Ph.D, degree in English 
literature from the Catholic University of America, Washington, D.C., was instructor 
or professor of English at several colleges, including the Catholic University, the 
University of Scranton, LaSalle College, He has written hundreds of articles and 
reviews, and eight books, and has published many pamphlets. 

In 1939 he was awarded the University of Scranton Faculty Gold Medal as 
“outstanding educator of men,” In 1940-41 he was president of the Debating 
Association of Pennsylvania Colleges, In February, 1975, he was awarded the 
“European Freedom Prize” of DM 10,000 in Munich, Germany, by the Deutsche 
Volksunion and the Deutsche National Zeitung, 

For ten years he was chairman of the Pastorius Unit of the Steuben Society, 
Philadelphia; for six years national president of the Federation of American Citizens 
of German Decent, of which he is still honoary president, For several years he was on 
the speaker’s bureau of the John Birch Society. He is an honorary member of the 
German-American National Congress. For several years he was chairman of the 
Greater Philadelphia Captive Nations Committee. He considers the liberation of these 
nations, including the Soviet Zone of Germany, and the dissolution of the Soviet 
Russian colonialism the only hope for preventing World War IIL 


Published March 1, 1976 By 


BONIFACE PRESS 


8207 Flower Avenue e Takoma Park e Maryland 20012 


Additional copies available at 
1 for $1.50 — 3 for $4.00 — 20 for $15.00 


COPY RIGHT, 1976, BY DR. A.J. APP 
All rights reserved. 
Generous quotations permitted if in context and given credit, 


RaRaBER PE TT 


TABLE OF CONTENTS 


INTRODUCTION oocsccscessecsnsstesesssesssernrsnsenseaconcescsaseonars 
I CHRISTIANITY OR TALMUDISM — THE CRITERION 
sb THE FATHERS AND DOCTORS OF THE EARLY CHURCH 
HI MARTIN LUTHER — FIRST GREAT PROTESTANT 
Iv GOETHE AND RICHARD WAGNER .... 
v SHAKESPEARE CREATED SHYLOCK 
VI BERNARD SHAW AND LORD BYRON ...... 24 
vil CHAUCER AND AN “ANTLJEWISH” TALE 


VIL CHARLES DICKENS CREATED FAGIN ..... 26 
x PROF. JOHN 0, BEATY .. e0 27 
x THORNTON WILDER — TURNS THE ‘OTHER CHEEK, 28 
XI ARCHIBALD McLEISH — CHANGES A LINE... 29 
XH T.S. ELLOT — HOSPITALITY LOST THROUGH nN COUPLET! my . 30 
XII THEODORE DREISER — DOES NOT TURN THE OTHER CHEEK . 3 


XIV. EZRA POUND — NOT QUITE HANGED FOR THE TRUTH .......... 
XV GEORGE WASHINGTON AND BENJAMIN FRANKLIN .. 
XVI GENERAL ULYSSES S GRANT u.ssecsssrssssssenerecnscnnnecnetecs 
XVII BISMARCK ON THE ROTHSCHILDS AND OUR CIVIL WAR 
XVIIL_ HENRY FORD, SR. AND THE DEARBORN INDEPENDENT . 
XIX FATHER CHARLES E. COUGHLIN — : 
TOO TRUE TO BE ALLOWED ON THE AIR . F 
XX SENATOR JOSEPH R. McCARTHY | 
EXPOSED REDS AND OFFENDED JEWS .... | 
XXI  ANTI-COMMUNISTS VILIFIED TO DEATH .. 
XX HLL. MENCKEN -—- NON-INTERVENTIONIST 
AND GREATEST LEXICOGRAPHER soe \ 
XXII WESTBROOK PEGLER — DESTROYED WHEN HE TURNED RIGHT ...... 45 
XXIV. DOROTHY THOMPSON — 
FELL FROM GRACE ON TRUTH ABOUT PALESTINE 
XX¥ COL. CHARLES A. LINDBERGH — RIGHT AND VILIFIED FOR IT 
XXVI_ EX-ATTORNEY GENERAL WILLIAM B. SAXBE . . 
XXVH GENERAL GEORGE S. PATTON, JR. — DEMOTED FOR BEING FAIR ... 55 | 
XXVUI EX-SENATOR J. WILLIAM FULBRIGHT — | 
HE WAS NO PONTIUS PILATE . 
- XXIX GENERAL GEORGES. BROWN — 
ABUSED FOR ONE PARAGRAPH OF TRUTH .. a 
XXX JAMES FORRESTAL — FIRST SECRETARY OF DEFENSE . “ 
CONCLUDING REMARKS ...cesssevesssessssceseearsossesssseecesnessersareanenenersncancscensentes 


; AUSTIN J. APP, Ph.D. 
Associate Professor of English (Ret.), LaSalle College, Philadelphia, 
Honorary President, Federation of American Citizens of Germand Decent 


Kundera eiiniinditabe isi iaui ieee 


INTRODUCTION 
Since Roosevelt’s recognition of Soviet Russia, American Policy, certainly 
its foreign but also in many areas its domestic has been under excessive 
Jewish influence, for the benefit of among other things Zionism bur the 
impairment of America — and also to the betrayal of Christian truth and 
justice generally. Dr. Alfred M. Lilienthal attributes this pro-Jewish bias to 
“the blatant old recognized tactics: Smear and vilify to censor and 
silence, so as to build an iron curtain over America, which will bar any 
criticism however constructive, against Jews, Zionists or Israel. Judaism 
is rarely, if ever, involved).” Middle East Perspective, April, 1974. 
According to Dr. Lilientahl, “Israel, Zionism and Jews bave become inviolable 
for criticism. Anyone who dares... is ipso facto anti-Semitic,”* 


The Zionist influence, enforced by smearing opposition as anti-Semitic, is 
making Pontius Pilates out of our Congress, siphoning off to Israel weapons 
we need ourselves, and, most frighteningly, provoking the danger of American 
involvement in a Mid-East war. Such a war would not be to promote liberty 
and justice but to secure for the Israelis the territories occupied in the 
agression of 1967 — and clobber the Arabs, who have never yet harmed us. It 
was Zionist influence that got us into Worl War II and that blueprinted the 
vindictive peace afterwards — dismembering Germany, mass expulsions, 
division with an Iron Curtain. Therefore it can happen again — but it should 
not. Indeed, it positively must be prevented. 


Somehow the Jewish veto power — based on smear-terrorism — has to be 
broken, This booklet, The Curse of Anti-Anti-Semitism, is intended as a 
modest contribution to that end. It is not intended to offend Jews. It may be 
hoped that all of them who in their heart want to do the right thing will 
recognize its constructive purpose. 


A Word About the Title and the Theme 

Its title, The Curse of Anti-Anti-Semitism, is only one of eighteen 
considered, It suggests the smear-terrorism of Talmudic leadership to brand 
anyone as anti-Semitic who criticizes anything Jewish no matter how 


*Dr, Lilienthal reviews The New Anti-Semitism, “the latest study of the 
Anti-Defamation League (ADLY” by Arnold Forster and Benjamin R. Epstein, “high 
priests of anti-anti-Semitism.” He says, “The list of those who have been vilified [by 
Forster and Epstein and the ADL] is an illustrious one, drawn from top government, 
educational, clerical, literary, political and journalistic circles...a veritable Who’s Who in 
America and abroad...victims of a smear campaign: Norman Thomas, Senator Ralph 
Flanders, Yale’s Millar Burrows, Harvard's William Ernst Hocking, Dean Virginia 
Gildersleeve, Dr. Henry Sloan Coffin, Howard K. Smith, Arthur Garfield Hayes, Morris 
Ernst, Senator J, William Fulbright, author Dr. Arnold Toynbee, Dr. Elmer Berger, 
Dorothy Thompson, Dr. Alfred M. Lilienthal, Willie Snow Ethridge, Dr. John N. Booth, 
Hannah Arendt, Moshe Menuhin, James Forrestal, Charles De Gaulle, Count Folke 
Bernadotte and Dag Hammarskjold. To these, other distinguished names have now been 
added by the cult of anti-anti-Semitism, including columnists Evans and Novak, 
educators Lloyd Garrison and John M. Doar, Dean Francis B, Sayre, Jr., writer Truman 
Capote, Father Daniel Berrigan, actor Woody Allen, The Christian Science Monitor, 
Quakers, etc., etc., etc,” 
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justifiably. And throughout the essay the word Talmudic is preferred to 
Zionistic or Judaistic. Talmudic more accurately characterizes the perennial 
Jewish-Gentile tensions. Judaism in the Old Testament was noble. What is 
called so today is a degeneration of it into Talmudism, according to the 
anti-Christian Talmud, Zionism is a problem only since the Balfour 
Declaration, and hopefully will by and by disappear. But talmudic Jews will 
constitute a cancer on the body of Christianity until such a time as Jews 
accept Christ as the promised Messiah — and the way, the truth, and the life. 
‘That is the underlying theme of this booklet. 


The Curse of Anti-Anti-Semitism tries to get at the root of why Jews 
everywhere provoke what they denounce as anti-Semitism. The basic 
diagnosis is that Jews are considered a subversive influence not because of 
their race but because of their ideology — their religion and the morals and 
culture that it creates. The term anti-Semitic is dishonest. It falsely pretends 
that Jews are disliked because of their race (which they cannot help, and 
which even so is more Khazar than’ Semite) rather than because of their 
character (which they can help). 

The dishonesty implicit in the term anti-Semitism accounts for the violent 
Jewish resentment of criticism and their vindictive reaction to it, for if they 
can attribute all criticism to racism, then of course they are ever victims of 
injured innocence! But the rest of the world is not really affronted by their 
race — their Semitism, which they share with the Arabs — but by their habits 
and vices, In recent decades, one such has been the Jewish affinity for 
communism, Others are sharp business practices, objection to Christ in 
Christmas, softness on pornography, a lowering of the moral tone of art and 
literature, a favoring of abortion and interpretation of the separation of 
church and state so as to ban public prayer, and so on. 


Talmudism Is Judaism Turned to Hatred. 
Dr, Lilienthal said in any criticism of Jews or Israel “Judaism is rarely, if 
ever, involved.” He has a point, yet this booklet will try to show that down 


through the ages most great and honorable men have attributed to Jews more _ 


of a tendency to do harm than good. If this is so, how come? Judaism has a 
venerable ancient pedigree. Its noble function was to proclaim the coming of 
Christ the Messiah and to prepare the climate for Him. Most of the civilized 
world since His coming believes that at that time Christianity was grafted on 
Judaism and it had fulfilled its purpose. It was the tragedy of a proportion of 
Jews to reject Christ, even to crucify Him, and to cling stubbornly to their 
now antiquated Judaism. 

Gradually this developed more and more into a hatred of Christ, the Son of 
God, and so in effect into an enmity with God the Father. It also developed 
more and more of a confrontation with Christianity. The ancient Judaism 


. degenerated into Talmudism, which features hatred and vindictiveness more 


than love. Worst of all, instead of adopting or venerating the Gospels, the 
New Testament, Judaism-turned-to-Talmudism reviles it. A headline in The 
Detroit Jewish News (Dec. 6, 1974) reads, “Runes indicts New Testament — 
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Primary Cause of Anti-Semitism.” In it Dr, Dagobert D. Runes is quoted as 
follows: 

“The New Testament is the most vicious anti-Semitic play in bistory, 
surpassing Mein Kampf or The Protocols of Zion, Of all the anti-Semitic 
writing the New Testament bas been most effective...” 

Would this accusation, which is not untypical, not throw the Jewish 
gauntlet down to Christianity? Does it not in effect demand that Christians 
give up the New Testament, reject Christ the Messiah, or stand condemned as 
anti-Semites? The following pages answer this frightful alternative by showing 
that in as much as the greatest men down through the ages have accepted 
Christ as the Messiah and the New Testament as complimenting the Old, it is 
for Jews, if they are honest, rather to recognize the validity of Christianity 
than for us to adopt their outdated Judaism or its corruption in Talmudism. 

Recognizing this to be difficult for even the most honorable Jews, these 
pages propose that Jews (or Zionists, or Israeli, or Talmudists) wry to meet 
dispute honestly and fairly, and that they begin by either banning the 
fraudulent term anti-Semitism or giving it an honest definition. 

For the rest, | hope the booklet will speak for itself. My acknowledgements 
are due to many authors of the sources I quoted — either primarily or 
secondarily. I tried to document everything as well as the circumstances 
allowed and included nothing that is not based on truth and justice. 

Since, however, this is an essay, not a scientific treatise, and while I prefer 
primary sources on principle, I did gratefully avail myself of any secondary 
sources that were available to me. I quoted where it suited my purposes, but 
what I included is my own responsibility. Thank you. 

Austin J, App, Ph.D. 


CHAPTER I 
CHRISTIANITY OR TALMUDISM — THE CRITERION 
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Often when in my classes I expressed an unpopular moral judgement, 

someone would exclaim, “How do you know that is right? How can one tell 
i what is right or wrong?” Life’s most important truths, I would say, God 
| Himself has revealed to us in the Old Testament and in the New through His 
i crucified Son, Christ the Messiah. But on the human level, God has also 
| granted us a relatively reliable criterion of right and wrong. This is, what the 

wisest men in many countries during many centuries have held to be right or 
| wrong can be regarded as right or wrong. What the majority of great men 
i down through the ages have fairly consistently thought is mankind’s best 

criterion of right or wrong. 

God is generous enough to mankind to have given at least His most brilliant 
men and women, the most gifted, those whom their fellowmen respect as 
eminent, sufficient good sense to discover truth and to expose falsehood, In 
short, the vote of the majority of great men in many ages and of many 
countries can be trusted, And when such a majority renders an unfavorable 
verdict, that too may be considered reliable. When anyone is out of step with 
the learned majority, in many continents and centuries, he is in the wrong, 
the majority is not, © 


Who Claims Persecution in Every Time and Clime? 

A phenomenon constantly suggested in the media is that those who call 
themselves the Chosen People have ever since the time of Christ been harassed 
and persecuted in every land, in every century. A few years ago a survey 
sponsored by the Anti-Defamation League in California even deplored a 
pervasive anti-Semitism in the United States. 

Spokesmen of the self-acclaimed Chosen People insist that such universal 
persecution is just another proof of their being chosen and right, and 
everybody else being both wrongheaded and illwilled. However, the 
recognized modern historian, Arnold Joseph Toynbee (A Study of History) 
j described ‘“‘Judaism as a ‘fossil’ and his refusal to incorporate it in his 
pantheon of great world religions naturally irritated even the most balanced 
scholars.” (The Petersburg Times, Oct. 23, 1975). 

Now, of course, if Toynbee, who is in error on other points, were the only 
j one to consider Judaism.a theological ox cart bogged down in the Dead Sea at 
the time of Christ, he might be thought in error here, too, But if virtually all 
the greatest thinkers and scholars and leaders since the time of Christ also 
think so, then the verdict of the scholarly majority of the last two thousand 
years must be considered reliable and conclusive. 


Some of the Chief Votes Down Through the Ages 

The watershed for Judaism was the baptism of Christ, At that watershed it 
either followed Christ the Messiah, to generate whom the Jews had been 
“chosen” and whom the whole Old Testament announced, or it petrified into 
the fossil which is Talmudism. Before that time, the old Israelites indeed 
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suffered vicissitudes, but ‘these differed little from those the Christian 
Germans suffered in our unié, they were respected in their trials, more envied 
and hated perhaps, but never despised or socially ostracized. What modern 
Jews complain of as “anti-Semitism,” — an inappropriate and fraudulent term 
— only developed at the watershed which is Christ, the ineffable glory of the 
Jews and the inexorable termination of the validity of Judaism. 

The Jews who at the watershed of Christ rejected the Messiah for whose 
sake God had chosen the Jewish people subverted their moral integrity, 
they became antagonists and rebels of not only the theology but also the 
morality Christ as the way, the truth, and the life ordained for the world. 
God did not give man the Ten Commandments for His divine satisfaction but 
for man’s happiness, not only in the hereafter but in this life. And He 
regarded theological and moral truth so important that he revealed it Himself 
and sacrificed His only begotten Son to teach it to man. It follows that those 
who out of Chauvinism or opportunism reject Christ’s theology and morality, 
thereby set themselves intrinsically at odds with them, with what we call 
Christianity. Jews, therefore, provoke what they call anti-Semitism not 
because they are Semitic racially but because they are out of step morally and 
ideologically. 


CHAPTER I 
THE FATHERS AND DOCTORS 
OF THE EARLY CHURCH 


God considered theological truth so important that he revealed essential 
parts of it in the Bible. The New Testament is the most authoritative 
pronouncement of truth in the world, However the most important 
confirmation and interpretation of the biblical truth was developed by and 
must be sought in the Fathers and Doctors of the Early Christian Church. 
What the Gospels and the Acts of the Apostles provided was testimony that 
Christ was the Messiah promised in the Old Testament, but that the majority 
and ruling portion of Jews rejected Him and got Him crucified is well known, 
Also their implying that the role of the Jews as the Chosen People had 
found its fulfillment in the birth of Our Lord and had ended when they 
rejected Him, It will be seen that the Fathers of the Church followed in this 
tradition. 


St. Augustine, Founder of Theology 

One can call St. Augustine, for whom the order of monks was named 
to which the young Martin Luther belonged, the cornerstone of early Christian 
teaching, 

St. Augustine (354-430 A.D.), bishop of Hippo, was the author of the 
classic of Christian mysticism, The Confessions. The Columbia Encyclopedia 
calls him second only to St. Paul and says that “theologians, Roman Catholic 
and Protestant, look upon him as the founder of theology.” In short, what 
Shakespeare is to drama, and Richard Wagner to opera, and Henry Ford, Sr. 
to invention, St. Augustine is to theology. Consequently, like virtually all the 
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really great men since the time of Christ, he ran afoul of the Talmudists. 

Jules Isaac, French-Jewish historian, who regards the Bible, especially 
Matthew and John, as “‘the permanent and latent source of anti-Semitism,” 
writessthat Augustine was “‘hostile toward Judaism and the Jews” and was 
determined “‘to protect the faithful’ from ‘their persistent influence.” He 
claims Augustine, this saint and doctor of the Church, had held that 

“long before the coming of the Saviour, Judaism bad progressively 
become corrupt.,.afier the revelation of Christ, it fell completely under 
Satan’s inspiration; formerly the chosen children of God, they became 
the sons of the devil,” * 

(Quoted from Vicomte Leon de Ponsins, Judaism and the Vatican, 
Trans. from the French, London, 1967, p.23) 

Jules Isaac does not tell us what provoked St, Augustine to his unfavorable 
convictions and what might justify them. 

But elsewhere we learn: 

“St, Augustine, the great Church Father, asserts and proves in bis 
treatise on the Psalms [Psalm 63, Verse 21], clearly and distinctly, that the 
Jews and not the Romans killed Christ,” 

(Maurice Pinay, The Plot. Against the Church, St. Anthony Press, Los 
Angeles, 1967, p, 656) 


St Augustine Said Jews, Not Romans, Crucified Christ 

So here we are again smack up against a situation in which someone is 
called anti-Semitic — hostile toward the Jews — for insisting on an elementary 
truth, In the whole of recorded history there is not a truth more validly 
established than that it was the Jews who encompassed the crucifixion of 
Christ. Several times earlier the Jews are recorded as having tried to kill Jesus; 
once he escaped their stoning by making Himself invisible (as poor Stephen 
subsequently could not do). Yet, down through the centuries the Jews 
foreswear the role of their ancestors and want to shift this most heinous of 
crimes in history on to the Italians. For putting the blame on the Romans is 
putting it on the Italians, whose pedigree to Pontius Pilate and the Romans is 
far more reliable than that of the Israelis to the Jews of Biblical times! 

Nor is the matter of the responsibility for the crucifixion of Christ a mere 
academic mattter. It is a matter of the fundamental validity of Christianity. 
The Gospels again and again and unmistakably put the responsibility on the 
Jews, never on the Romans. They represent in the clearest possible way that 
Pontius Pilate did not initiate or want the crucifixion of Christ, that he 
acquiesed in it only upon Jewish insistence and upon the blackmailing threat 
to smear-terrorize him with Ceasar, In short, the Gospels make clear that 
Pontius Pilate is a victim of the type of Jewish pressure of which Dorothy 
Thompson and Alfred M. Lilienthal complain (Middle East Perspective, April, 
1974), the kind that caused Eisenhower to approve the Morgenthau Plan in 


London in 1944, and that, according to Senator Fulbright, caused seventy-six 


senators to ask President Ford to help the Israelis, right or wrong, against the 
Palestinians! 
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Denial of Jewish Role in Crucifixion Indefensible 

For the Jews to keep blackmailing Christians — as they have been doing 
with regard to the Oberammergau Passion Play — to make them falsify the 
Gospels so as to shift the crucifixion of Christ from the Jews to the Italians, is 
a devious and satanic strategy to destroy Christianity. And it is nothing less, 
lf Christianity would aceed to this sacriligious perversion of Biblical history, 
it would forever destroy the credibility of the New Testament and the 
foundations of Christianity. Nothing in the Gospels is more specifically clear 
than that the Jews, not the Romans, got Christ crucified, If that may be 
perverted, then everything else in them may be perverted, too. St. Augustine, 
Doctor of the Church that he was, had the duty to insist on the facts of the 
Bible, even if it exposed him to the smear-terrorism of being labeled hostile to 
Judaism or to Jews! And modern bishops and preachers — and the 
Oberammergau Passion Players— who do not likewise keep the Biblical record 
straight as to who got Christ crucified, are worse than Pontius Pilate, they are 
Judas Iscariots! And again, nothing more is being asked of the Jews, than 
simple elementary honesty. Let them prove that if Luther writes of The Jews 
and Their Lies, it was nearly 500 years ago — and now no longer applies! 


The Unanimity Regarding Judaism of the Fathers and Doctors of the Church 


if the concensus of the greatest men constitute the most reliable criterion © 


of truth then the intellectual and moral giants of the first thousand plus years 
of Christian civilization call for assent. 

They agree that Christ is the Messiah, that He was crucified by the Jews, 
that the continued adherence to Judaism-turned-Talmudism is wrong, that 
those who continue in it tend to be I bitter adversaries of Christianity, and 
that it tends to warp their character and make them dishonest, vindictive, 
avaricious, and subversive, 

The greatest of men of the first 1300 years all feel those persisting in 
Talmudism should be converted to Christianity, not just for dogma’s sake but 
for the sake of improving their character. They tend to hint that unless they 
become Christian they will try to subvert Christianity, and that Christians 
may not tolerate that — even if necessary to the point of expelling the 
subverters. But nowhere in any shape or form do they ever suggest that the 
antipathy the Talmudists provoke or the evil that they are creating is due to 
their race, to their being Semites, All the evil and trouble they create is 
attributed only to their ideology, to their continuing to reject Christ. For 
Anti-Defamation Leaguers to charge these men with anti-Semitism is 
unjustified, is in fact a shameless vilification, just as it is to impute 
anti-Semitism to men like Lindbergh or Senator Fulbright or General Brown, 

The rollcall of the chief giants of Western Civilization whom Jewish 
opposition to the Christian Gospel provoked to anti-Jewish criticism includes 
the following: : 

St. Athanasius, the Great (293-373), one of the Greek Fathers of the 
Church, called ‘‘Father of Orthodoxy”; 

St. Chrysostum (345-407), Bishop of Milan, a Father of the Church, author 
of hymns like “Deus Creator Omnium”; 
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St. Jerome (340-420), one of the Four Doctors of the Church, the 
renowned author of the Latin version of the Bible known as the Vulgate; 

St. Isidore of Seville (560-636), a2 Father of the Western Church, 
considered most learned man of his time, Archbishop of Seville; 

Pope St. Gregory the Great (590-604), Fourth Doctor of the Church and 
last of the Latin Fathers of the Church. He is supposed to have arranged the 
Gregorian Chant. And of interest to Anglo-Saxons, he commissioned St. 
Augustine (Austin) with forty monks to Kent, England, to convert the 
English. 

St. Bernard of Clairvaux (1091-1153), a Doctor of the Church; he issued 
the call for the Second Crusade in 1146-47; and finally, 

St. Thomas Aquinas (1225-1274), called the “Angelic Doctor’ and ‘‘Prince 
of Scholastics.” Author of the Summa Theologiae, the Dominican Friar who 
supplied the philosophic scaffolding for the theology taught for centuries in 
Catholic colleges and in many other Christian ones, He is to Christian 
philosophy what Dante and Shakespeare are to Christian literature. 

If the concensus on Talmudism of such a galaxy of the greatest moral and 
intellectual giants of what has become Western civilization were invalid and 
false, then all criteria of human judgement would become suspect and man 
would flounder among nothing better than whims and fancies, And the 
rolicall of great personalities who found Jews subversive and conspiratorial 
could be extended indefinitely. It would include many of the greatest Popes, 
and some of the best of sovereigns. For example, St, Louis IX of France 
(1214-1270), one of the rare kings whose private life was saintly, 
nevertheless, we read, was prejudiced against the Jews. Abraham Leon Sachar 
writes, 

“He fought Jewish usury.,,all bis life be strove for converts. It was a 
personal satisfaction to bim when Jews came to the baptismal font and 
he frequently served as godfather to the most distinguished,” (Op. Cit., 

p. 195-96) 

Whatever else, but surely this is not anti-Semitism, not hating Jews because 
of their race, but only because of their rejection of Christ and their practice 
of Talmudism! 

Surely, when virtually all the greatest men of Western civilization in the 
last two thousand years take for granted that Christ was the Messiah and is 
the way, the truth, and the life, for the Jews to insist that all these great men 
are wrong — and anti-Semitic — and only the Talmud and its rejection of 
Christ is right is a frightening arrogance. And it is not noble. It is not noble to 
be consistently in the wrong. Emerson said, “A foolish consistency is the 
hobgoblin of little minds,” A cannibal persisting in his cannibalism is not the 
nobler for it but the worse. Seeking and accepting truth is a serious obligation 
of man for its own sake, anykind of truth, social, literary, scientific, and 
above all theological. 

When it comes to theological truth, seeking and accepting it becomes the 
most holy and most urgent of obligations, Theological truth is not merely an 
academic matter. Theology forms morality and conditions character, 
individually and colletively. Emerson writes, “Go put your creed into your 
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deed.” The fact is creed inspires the deed and creates the culture. 

Their own favored Jewish philosopher, Moses Mendelssohn (1729-1786), 
relates theology to conduct. According to Dr. Sachar (Op.Cit., p.270), he 
pointed out “that the test of religion lay in its effect on conduct, and that all 
religions were true which affected their believers for good.” 


Does the Theological Tree Bring Forth Good or Bad Fruit? 

This is the test to which we should like all Jews to put their own activities, 
their own Judaistic and Talmudic inspiration and practice. The questions they 
should ask themselves are such as these: Are Jews in their dealings with 
others, including non-Jews on the average properly fair and just? Are they 
honest in their criticism and in meeting criticism? Do they extend the same 
freedom of speech and press to their opponents as they demand for 
themselves? Are the average business ethics of Jews high or do they furnish 
proportionately many crooks and swindlers? In the press, theater, motion 
picture, television, where they are strongly represented, do they make for 
wholesomeness and decency or do they use “freedom of speech” as a defence 
of pornography? In matters which most Christians consider serious moral 
evils, like abortion, adultery, prostitution, homosexuality, does their 
influence instinctively also tend to be against these or do they look for legal 
loopholes to protect these evils? Have they tended to promote prayers in 
schools and moral instructions or pounced on the “separation of Church and 
State” to kill such instruction? Have they tended to repress crime by calling 
for quick and severe punishment for the criminals, including the death 
penalty, or have they twisted the Christian ideal of mercy so as to make it 
protect the criminal more than the victim? 


What About Faimess to Enemy Nationals? 

Have they, while invoking mercy for the criminal among us, also done so 
for wartime enemies or instead called for the harshest life imprisonments and 
death penalties? 

In intemational matters generally, have they in the last decades displayed a 
noticeable bias in favor of international communism, which in theory is 
atheistic and in practice savage and brutal? 

Has their influence — inpress, and diplomacy, and congress, — been on the 
side of conciliation and justice towards any enemy countries, or rather on the 
side of harshness and vindictiveness? 

Have they, in their relations with the Palestinians and the Arabs, treated 
them and their homes and their territories as they would want to be treated 
themselves? Have they felt justified in infiltrating into lands for centuries 
inhabited by the Palestinians and to terrorize them and to drive them out and 
to occupy those lands themselves as their own? Have they, for example, 
considered the Germans as war criminals for using force to reclaim the 
German city of Danzig but considered themselves justified in launching a 
surprise attack, in 1967 on the Arabs and continuing to hold the territories 
conquered by such aggression? 

If to the first part of these questions they would have to answer in the 
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affirmative, then they should recognize. that their rejection of Christ is not 
merely academic but translates into contemporary attitudes and actions 
which are unwholesome and harmful. To answer that a good many 
non-Jewish Americans have supported and do support Jews in what the 
majority of Christians consider wrong might merely confirm those who think 
that the media are demoralizing, de-Christianizing the American people and 
who deplore that Jews control the media! 

Certainly if the answer to the first part of the queries require an affirmative 
answer, then the distrust of Jews which the great men down through the ages 
have manifested is explained. 


CHAPTER II 
MARTIN LUTHER FIRST GREAT PROTESTANT 


St. Augustine and the other Early Fathers and Doctors of the Church and 
the one medieval king called a Saint, Louis IX of France, all defended the 
truth of the Gospels against what they treated as the perfidiousness of the 
Jews. In the sixteenth century medieval Christianity suffered a violent 
division. The founder of Protestantism was the German Augustinian monk, 
Martin Luther, Friend and foe recognize him as a religious giant. He made the 
most famous and classical translation into German of the Bible, and he wrote 
at least one immortal hymn, “Eine Feste Burg ist unser Gott —A Mighty 
Fortress is Our Lord.” Luther's Bible established among the dialects the 
present high German as the official language of the German people. Luther’s 
interpretation of salvation by Faith alone split Germany into Protestant and 
Catholic, into North and South, caused the devastating Thirty Years War 
(1618-1648), and prevented German-Austrian unity so long that, when in 
1914 and in 1939 the Germans were ready to unite, despite the 
denominational split, America was strong enough to intervene and prevent it. 
All other reasons given for the world wars and American intervention are 
pretexts and humbug, the only basic cause was the Anglo-American and 
French determination to prevent the re-unification of the German people 
whose tragic split had followed in the wake of Luther. Luther, a patriotic 
German, had never wanted to precipitate any such split. His early adulation 
of Jews and his eventual recriminations against them may perhaps be 
explained by his feeling that Jews had maliciously accentuated his quarrels 
with the Church. 


Luther Tumed from Eulogizing Jews to Denigrating Them 
At any rate, Abraham Leon Sachar (A History of the Jews,Alfred A. 
Knopf, N.Y., 5th edition, 1967, 478 pages) writes: 

“At the beginning of his career this vigorous Protestant 
Reformer...denounced the clergy for their brutal and senseless 
fulminations against the Jews...‘The Jews are the best blood on earth’, 
be wrote; ‘through them alone the Holy Ghost wished to give all the 
books of Holy Scripture to the world’...In a fervent pamphlet entitled 
Jesus was Bom a Jew, which was republished seven times in one year, be 
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sent a thrill of bope through Jewish bearts.,.” (p. 28) 

Dr.Sachar rightly comments, “It seemed impossible that the same man was 
speaking when, in 1543, appeared the stinging pamphlet Concerning the Jews 
and Their Lies” (p. 229). He explains that “Luther's gentleness,” formerly, 
“seems to have been dictated by a desire to convert the Jews, who proved to 
be no more amenable to persuasion than they had been to force.” 

And so we again come upon the only ultimately valid reason for all the 
trouble the Jews have and cause: their rejection of Christ as the Messiah, The 
way, the truth, and the life is Christ. God’s design for the world is Christian. 
And whoever consciously and obstinately subverts this design is disruptive 
and scandalous. 

Waldemar Gurian, in Antisemitism in Modern Germany (Essays on 
Antisemitism, Ed. by Koppel S. Pinson, N.Y., 1946) wrote: 

“Martin Luther, disappointed by his failure to convert the Jews 
became one of their bitterest enemies, In bis pampblet of 1543 On the 
Jews and Their Lies be wrote: 

“ ‘There is no people under the sun so avid of vevenge, so 
blood-thirsty, believing itself to be God’s people merely in order to 
strangle and immolate the heathens.,,Know, Christian, that next to the 
devil thou bast no enemy more cruel, more venomous and violent thana 
true Jew,’ ”’ (p, 218) 

Prof. Gurian (of Notre Dame) explains that Luther “attacked the Jews 
essentially because they were not and refused to become Christians.” He 
quotes Luther’s significant concluding statement (Feb. 15, 1546): 

“If the Jews wish to be converted and give up blaspheming and 
everything else they have been doing to us, we shall readily pardon 
them, If not, we shall not bear and tolerate them amongst us,” 


Luther Found Jews Vindictive and Dishonest 

As a Roman Catholic [ have no cause or wish to glorify Luther, who 
attacked Catholics worse than Jews, nor have I studied Luther's writings 
enough to analyze them, but Luther makes two charges, first, Jewish 
dishonesty, second, Jewish avidity for revenge. Evidence of these I don’t need 
to go to 1546 to find but only to the daily papers! 

No people, for example, was ever so anxious to be conciliatory to the Jews, 
to bend over backward to please them, than after World War II the race that 
produced Luther and Wagner, Goethe and Schiller, and Copernicus and 
Werner von Braun. Despite Theodore N. Kaufman’s program to castrate all 
German males, and Ilya Ehrenbuzg’s order to the Soviet troops to mass-rape 
German women, and Henry Morgenthau’s blueprint, made official by 
Roosevelt and Churchill, to shrink Germany, to dismember what was left, to 
de-industrialize it into a potato patch — ie. to exterminate the German 
people by starvation ~ the Christian German people have showered over 
twenty billion dollars of “reparations” on Israel and Jews everywhere. And 
what gratitude or conciliation have they got for it from world Jewry? A 
never-ending lava of lies and vilification, and strident demands after thirty 
years, for more trials and imprisonments. 
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Lies Jews Circulate Now 

Some of the most poisonous of the lies are: That Hitler's ‘Final Solution” 
for European Jews meant extermination is a lie. (It meant resettlement to a 
homeland of their own). That the concentration camps were death camps is a 
lie. (They were work camps and more justified than Roosevelt’s camps for the 
Nisei and Issei). That Jews were gassed or executed only because of their 
race is a lie, (They were executed for being partisans, for being spies — like 
our Rosenbergs — or as reprisals justified by international law). That 
anywhere from 2% to 4 million Jews were gassed in Auschwitz is a lie. (None 
were gassed at all, and for the whole period between January 1940 and 
February 1945 “only 363,000 inmates were registered at the camp’’), That 
the Third. Reich kidnapped blond children from occupied territories to raise 
them as Germans is a lie. That six million Jews were exterminated by the 
Third Reich is such a monstrous lie that it can only originate with genocidists 
who actually planned the extermination of the German people by castration 
(Kaufman) and starvation (Morgenthau). That the Israelis have more of a 
God-given right to Palestine than the native Palestinians or the Arabs is also 
dishonesty. 

Jewish Vindictiveness to Germans Now 

And as for the vindictiveness Luther attributes to the Jews of his time, the 
German people have seen the worst of it the last thirty years and suffer it 
every day. After thirty years Jewish agitation still frightens the Great Powers 
into keeping Rudolf Hess in solitary confinement in Spandau, a German 
Third Reich leader who has committed no crime whatsoever. He had merely 
been a member of a cabinet whose leader, Hitler, had wanted -- not to 
exterminate the Jews, as Kaufman and Morgenthau wanted to exterminate 
the German race, but to settle them in Madagascar! And it is Jewish agitation 
which keeps Major Walter Reder and Col. Herbert Kappler in an Italian jail at, 
Gaeta merely because on Hitler's justified orders they had executed reprisals 
including some Jews, reprisals in retaliation for criminal warfare, reprisals 
entirely permissible until 1949 under international law. 

Martin Luther in accusing Jews of eye-for-an-eye-ism and lying finds 
justification in the Jewish dishonesty and vindictiveness against the Germans 
(and Arabs) in our time. And with regard to these frightful Jewish vices world 
Jewry could very practically take corrective measures. Jews could force 
themselves to become reasonably just to those whom they do not like for 
whatever reason, and reasonably honest. They can stop their gross lying about 
their enemies. They can become reasonably honest; in as much as they are 
without the benefits of Christ’s healing grace, one cannot expect heroic 
honesty from them, such as for example they expected of Hitler ~ or more 
recently of Nixon! But they could start being reasonably honest toward those 
whom they don’t like — and stop smear-terrorizing anyone as anti-Semitic 
who merely, as Lipdbergh and Dorothy Thompson, or General Brown or 


- Attorney General Saxbe made a perfectly valid criticism of some Jewish or 


Israel policy! 
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Could Jews not Become Reasonably Fair and Honest? 

One may legitimately caution them that if they do not soon become fair and 
honest in this way, they will increasingly arouse the distrust and the wrath of 
the American people to a point where as all other civilized countries have 
done, they will be “resettled” somewhere else, perhaps in that very 
Madagascar Hitler had wanted for them. We recall that Martin Luther, the 
world’s greatest Protestant, had warned those of his day that if they do not 
reform their vindictiveness and their dishonesty “we shall not bear and 
tolerate them amongst us.” 

This would not seem too much to ask of the Talmudists. The fundamental 
need, of course, is for the Jews to give up their Talmudism altogether, and 
recognize Christ as their promised Messiah and accept Him. But that is alot 

. to expect. . Nor might the rank and file of us Christians consider the sudden 
conversion of the Jews with unmixed satisfaction and complacency. After all, 
the New Testament keeps suggesting that indeed the Jews someday will be 
converted en masse, but, alas, their sudden conversion from their stubborn 
fossilized Judaism would so surprise Jehova that he’ would momentarily let 
slip the reigns of the cosmos, and the firmament would’ crash and the final 
holocaust ( a word the Talmudists so love) would have arrived! On calm 
reflection, therefore, it might be just as well if world Jewry for the time being 
would just civilize itself to the point of being reasonably honest and tolerably 
fair. That would make them acceptable enough to the Christian world, and 
would liberate them from the bogey of what they fraudulently call 
anti-Semitism. A solution devoutly to be wished! 


Christianity Regarded Jews, Actively, Not Just Passively, Anti-Christian 

However the conversion of the Jews was the radical and only effective 
solution the Middle Ages and the Patristic and Apostolic Ages considered for 
the disruption and subversion Jews universally caused — and still cause. The 
Fathers and Doctors of the early and medieval Church were no more than 
faithful to Our Lord’s command to go out and teach all nations, when they 
considered this to embrace the Jews. Explaining the early Christian friction 
with Judaism, Bernard Lazare, in Antisemitism: Its History and Causes (Trans. 
from the French. London, 1967, 207 pages), writes: 

“\..still wherever Christianity endeavoured to extend its influence it 
bad to reckon and to contend with the influence of Judaism... The Jews 
bad not arrived yet at that exclusive conception of their individuality 
and their nationalilty which was the work of the Talmudists, Their 
proselytic ardour was not dead; they were not conscious of the fact that 
they had forever lost their moral power over the world, and they 
struggled on. They persuaded pagans and Christians to Judaize, and they 
found followers; if need be they would make converts by force; they did 
not hesitate to circumcise their slaves, They were the only foes the 
Church bad to face, for paganism was quietly passing away.... The Jews, 
however, bad not given up; they deemed themselves in possession of the 
true religion... {Church leaders] could not belp considering the Jews as 
their worst adversaries.” (pp.40,43-44). 


The passages quoted are extremely important in understanding Chiristian 
and Jewish relations. It was not the Christians who quarreled with the Jews, 
but the Jews who resented and hindered — by every devious strategy — the 
Christ-commanded extension of Christianity: it was not Stephen who stoned 
the Jews, but they who stoned him to death! 


CHAPTER IV 
GOETHE AND RICHARD WAGNER ; 

Beginning with their rejection of Christ, Jews have had the misfortune of 
turning off the very greatest and noblest of men. Luther is one of the dose 
German and world religious leaders; Goethe is the greatest German poet an 
one of the five greatest in the world; and Richard Wagner the great operatic 
genius of both Germany and the world, Luther, the theologian, scorned 
Talmudism most. Goethe, a man especially noted for being above narrow 
nationalism or any sort of racism, nevertheless would have managed to 
affront the Anti-Defamation League B’nai B’rith, with a couplet in his, 
“Jahrmarkt zu Plunderweiler.” In it he wrote: 

“Denn dieses schlaue Volk sieht einen Weg nur offen, 
Solang die Ordnung stebt bats nichts zu boffen.” 
(For this crafty tribe sees only one way open, 
From law and order it can hope for naught.) 

‘Americans who recall the disorderes during the Vietnam War ~ and the 
Jewish prominence in them — and Germans who can remember those of the 
Weimar Republic, may consider Goethe's couplet valid! ; ; . 

But the artistic giant who convulses anti-anti-Semites into paroxisms o} 
hate is Richard Wagner. Of him, the U.S. music critic, Deems Taylor, said he 
was “one of the world’s greatest dramatists; he was a great thinker; he was 
one of the most stupendous musical geniuses that, up to now, the world has 
ever seen” (Bonn Bulletin, May 14, 1963). And William L. Shirer, who wants 
the German people (not merely the Nazis) in effect tried as war criminals, 
called “Wagner, a man of staggering genius, an artist of incredible 
mamagnitude” (Rise and Fall of the Third Reich, p-102). 

Clearly, if history is any guide, such an artistic giant ought somehow ie 
clash with the Talmudists. And he does! And this same Shirer tells us so, an 

i to why. He writes: 
as nelcbor? Ware barkoiaad a fanatical hatred, as Hitler did, for the 

Jews, who be was convinced were out to dominate the world with their 

money...be also fervently hoped that the Germans.,.would become not 

rulers, but ennoblers of the world..,. Despite bis pagan heroes he did. not 

entirely despair of Christianity.” (p.101-2) 


Wagner’s Christian Ethics Clashed With Talmudism ; , 
oh hahies clue as to what may have caused the enmity between him and 
the Talmudists, as it did between them and Lindbergh and Father Coughlin 
and Henry Ford, Sr., is indicated by the Columbia Dictionary of Modern 
European Literature (N.Y., 1947, p 865): : ; ; ; 
o Not always of complete integrity in bis private life, he presented in 
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bis tone dramas the highest ethical values, especially the themes of 

renunciation and of redemption. Parsifal, which embodies Wagner’s 

conception of Christian and Buddbistic purity, represents Cbristlike 
vedemption through self-sacrifice and understanding sympathy.” 

This collides head-on with the Talmudic eye-for-an-eye-ism, with Simon 
Wiesenthal’s ‘‘never forget and never forgive,” and echoes Jesus of Nazareth’s 
“turn the other cheek”! 

Wagner in his autobiography (My Life, Dood, Mead & Co., N.Y., 1911, 
1939 edition, 911 pages) writes that “‘such ill-sounding catch-phrases as 
‘Jewish ornamental flourishes’ (Melismas), ‘Synagogue Music,’ and the like” 
had stimulated him “to make a closer examination of Jewish influence and 
the characteristics peculiar to it”’ (p, 564), UNder the pseudonym Freigedank 
he published an essay in 1850 entitled, ‘Judaism in Music.”” What then 
happened was worse than what happened when Lindbergh said the Jews were 
pressuring the U.S. into the war, what happened when Saxbe said that in the 
fifties Jews had a proclivity for communism, when General George Brown 
said the Zionists can pressure Congress to sell America short, all indisputably 
true assertions! Wagner writes: 

“The stir, nay, the genuine consternation, created by this article 
defies comparison.,., The unparalleled animosity with which, even up to 
the present day, I have been pursued by the entire press of Europe can 
only be understood by those who have taken account...of the dreadful 
commotion which it caused.,,. If must also be remembered that almost all 
the newspapers of Europe are in the hands of Jews. Apart from these 
facts, it would be impossible to understand the unqualified bitterness of 
this lasting persecution, which cannot be adequately explained on the 
meve ground of a theoretical or practical dislike for my opinions or 
artistic works, (p.565) 

As one reads Wagner’s story, one re-lives the smear-terrorism to which the 
Talmudists subjected Secretary of Defense James Forrestal and Senator 
Joseph McCarthy and were beginning to do to General George S. Brown, 
when something warned them to better desist for the time being. Wagner tells 
us that the Talmudists first turned on the innocent editor of his essay with a 
“savage persecution which aimed at nothing less than his ruin.” They further 
frightened many of his friends into avoiding him, and those dependent on 
getting their work produced, found it expedient to go “over to the ranks of 
my enemies” out of expedience and self-preservation (p. 565). 

In other words, that is the sort of freedom of speech and of the press the 
Anti-Defamation Leaguers, then and now, granted anyone who said what 
they did not like, which included any, even the most justified criticism of 
anything Jewish! And then as now, when the victim defends himself, they cry 
“Anti-Semite” and mobilize Jews everywhere and their mercenaries to ruin 
him. And all the while they keep whining and speculating as to why their 
strategy is counterproductive and why they suspect everybody of distrusting 
and secretly disliking them! 
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A Race of Crafty Traders, Say the Poets 

Having sketched the bitter confrontation between Jews and the greatest 
early religious leaders and such Protestant giants as Luther, Goethe and 
Wagner, this treatise might tum to more familiar territory, the greatest of 
English and American poets and other writers. When one considers the 
greatest men of the Christian era, he has to rank the poets very importantly. 
In fact in early times poets were called seers, that is, elect ones to whom 
heavenly revelations are granted or who have profound spiritual insights. The 
great poets are venerated among men almost on a par with the great religious 
leaders and saints. 

If then what Christ said of those who rejected Him, those whom I call 
Talmudists, that they are a generation of vipers — ‘“‘scribes, and Pharisees, 
hypocrites” (Matt. 23:28, 23), then the chief poets of several countries and 
several centuries should somehow echo this. And indeed they have. 

They do not as a rule make a special point like the theologians that the 
Jews keep on rejecting Christ, or specifically remonstrate with them for not 
exchanging the Old Testament for the New, but they tend to fault them for 
unwholsesome traits and characteristics which may be said to be the 
by-product of an antiquated theology, the bad fruit that comes from a bad 
tree! The German philosopher, Johann Gottfried Herder, in an otherwise very 
sympathetic chapter on “Hebraer” (Hebrews), nevertheless concludes as 
follows: 

“The People of God, whom Heaven itself ‘once donated its 
Fatherland, bas been for thousands of years, almost since its existence, a 
parasitic plant on the trunks of other nations; a race of crafty traders 
almost over the whole world...” 

(Translated from Herder’s Ideen zur Philosophie der Geschichte der 
Menschheit, Karlsruhe, 1790, 3rd part, pp. 99-113) 

If one has to generalize, one would say that the poets who touch on the 
role of the “Chosen People” and on the Curse of anti-anti-Semitism, touched 
upon Jews as “parasites” among. other nations, and as being crafty traders. 
Nor did they fail to censure Jews for what Luther denounced as their 
vindictiveness and prevarication. 


CHAPTER V 
SHAKESPEARE CREATED SHYLOCK 


By universal acclamation, Shakespeare is considered the greatest poet and 
dramatist in the world. Is it merely a coincidence, or is it to be expected of 
the greatest poet of the world to write what is not only one of the greatest 
plays in the world, The Merchant of Venice, but also one which the 
Talmudists denounce as anti-Semitic and keep trying to boycott off the stage 
and out of classrooms. In the play, Shakespeare zeros in on the crowning vice 


- of Talmudism, the one which more than any other, is the mainspring of what 


Jews like to call anti-Semitism, namely Jewish vengefulness. And to make 
matters worse, they continue to take pride in this vice. Whereas for example, 
the German expellees, driven out of East Prussia, and Silesia, and Pomerania, 


ee 


and the Sudetenland, and suffering not only total robbery of homes and 
farms and chattels, but also the brutal murder of every fifth one of them, two 
and a half million mostly women and children, in theirCharter of German 
Expellees stressed reconciliation with their Czech, Polish, Soviet-Russian 
genocidists and inaugurated a policy of getting their homelands back without 
resort to force and above all without vengefulness, the Jews, whether in 
israel, or elsewhere, in all their rallies affecting World War Il screech proudly, 
“Never forget and never forgive.” 

This Jewish vengefulness alone, even without any of the other Jewish vices 
and deficiencies, is enough to constitute a fatal gulf between Jews and 
Christians (Gentiles). Very few Gentiles may have enough character to 
practice Christ’s command to tum the other cheek, but they recognize its 
desirability; to boast of the opposite — of let’s say bombing to death 200 
innocent Lebanese women and children in retaliation for a dozen Israelis 
killed by Arabs in Munich — as Jews do and have done ever since they 
rejected Christ as the Messiah will continue to provoke criticism which will by 
these same Jews be denounced as anti-Semitism! 


Shylock Typifies Talmudic Vengefulness 
Shakespeare for ever stigmatized this Jewish vengefulness in Shylock’s 
demand for his “pound of flesh.” Shylock has become a by-word for 


vengefulness and for hatefulness. Shylock exclaims against Antonio: 
“I bate him for be is a Christian; 


If can catch him once upon the bip, 

I will feed fat the ancient grudge I bear bim... 

: «Cursed be my tribe 
If I forgive him.” (Act I, Se. 1) 

Since then Jews call The Merchant of Venice the epitome of anti-Semitism 
and boycott it where and how they can. Yet the reputed Harvard Shakespeare 
scholar, George Lyman Kittredge (in his Complete Shakespeare, Ginn and 
Co., 1936, p. 258), declares emphatically: 

“The Merchant of Venice is no anti-Semitic document; Shakespeare 
was not attacking the Jewish people when be gave Shylock the villain’s 
vole, If so, be was attacking the Moors in Titus Andronicus, the 
Spaniards in Much Ado, the Italians in Cymbeline, the Viennese in 
Measure for Measure, the Danes in Hamlet, the Britons in King Lear, the 
Scots in Macbeth, and the English in Richard the Third.” 

Quite true! Then why the wrathful Jewish lamentations about 
anti-Semitism? First, Jews cannot react objectively to any criticism 
whatsoever, no matter how fair, without resorting to vilification and slander, 
character assassinations, and smear-terrorism; secondly, their excessive 
tribalism thrives on so-called anti-Semitism; thirdly, where Shakespeare 
critically depicted Spaniards, Italians, Austrians, Britons and Scots, these 
peoples recognized what truths were in the characterizations, profited by 
them and did not ty to justify them, and above all, did not gang up together 
to smear-terrorize Shakespeare as anti-Spanish, anti-Italian, anti-Viennese, and 
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so on. Jews, however, carried on, as if what Shakespeare wrote of Shylock was 
true of every one of them, was in fact typical of Jews, and down through the 
centuries have smear-terrorized The Merchant of Venice as anti-Semitic. And 
this has been counter productive. It has made the world feel that Jews 
collectively very much resemble Shylock! 


Shylock’s Pound of Flesh and Richard Nixon 

Evidence to this effect made its appearance during the persecution of 
Richard Nixon carried on by the Jewish Washington Post and New York 
Times and Jewish media and journalists generally. They clamored furiously 
for the tapes. When they finally got them the reason was evident. Nixon had 
several times in colloquial talk referred pejoritively to Jews! The New York 
Times informed us (May 12, 1974) that Nixon had talked about ‘stopping 
those Jews over in the U.S. Attorney’s office,’ and had complained “‘about 
the difficulty of ‘sitting down there with a bunch of Jews,’ ” and he had 
asked whether W. Mark Felt, assistant director of the F.B.1. “was Jewish.” 
Worse than all that, 

“ur, Nixon began talking about Jews in the Government and Jews in 
the media, saying, in effect, ‘Jewish liberals can’t keep a secret. They’re 
always talking to each other.” The President also said in effect, the 
source said, that ‘Jewish guys in the Government were leaking to Jewish 
guys in the media,’ ” 

Jews made no attempt to show, nor did the Washington Post or the New 
York Times, that Nixon was misinformed or mistaken about this. But they 
hated him even more venomously than they had hated him before for having 
helped to convict the communistic Alger Hiss! And they did it with a 
viciousness and vengefulness and smear-terrorism that gentle and kindly Mrs. 
Pat Nixon was shocked into exclaiming: “‘It’s right out of The Merchant of 
Venice. They’re after the last pound of flesh.” And the aptness of the 
application struck everbody. Unconsciously perhaps but nevertheless also 
appropriately, the U.S. News reported (Aug. 28, 1974) that President Ford, 
despite, “glowing words about the White House press corps and newsmen 
generally,...was heard to mutter to a visiting diplomat: ‘They all are fine 
people, but they get their pound of flesh.’ ” And when Ford pardoned 
President Nixon, even the staid Wall Street Journal commented on those 
who resented the pardon, and wanted more punishment for Nixon: 

“They would have the last pound of flesh, Listening to them you can 
almost bear those who once would bury witches only with a stake 

. through the heart.” (“A Bitter Spirit That Won't Die,” Sept. 18, 1974). 

This is the same kind of bitter spirit that insists on keeping Rudolf Hess a 
lone prisoner in Spandau, and those who want their pound of flesh are Jews 
and communists. Washington and London claim to want him free; Tel Aviv 
and Moscow don’t! 
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CHAPTER VI 
BERNARD SHAW AND LORD BYRON 


As Shakespeare is the greatest playwright of all times, Wagner the greatest 
opera giant, so is Bernard Shaw the greatest dramatist of the last century — 
and the greatest English one after Shakespeare. Bernard Shaw called himself a 
Fabian Socialist and an Agnostic. He had a tendency of blaming the Churches 
for the slums and the brothels sometimes surrounding them! But if as the 
ancients thought, poets were seers, Bernard Shaw, with regard to both world 
wars, is a proof. Also of the tragic fact that the world eulogizes the great 
poets, but heeds their advice as little as that of the saints! Twentieth Century 
Author, 1943, writes: 

“all during the First World War be talked and criticized freely 
without interference (probably because fundamentally be was for the 
war), and in the Hitler conflict be seems to be doing the same thing...” 
There is no justification for inserting that Shaw favored World War 1; he 

did strongly urge a negotiated peace as early as 1915 and 1916, long before 
Wilson’s intervention converted the European War into a World War and 
wrecked the power balance of Europe for ever. In the second world war, a 
natural consquence of the Versailles Treaty, Bernard Shaw on his 88th 
birthday, in 1944, said of the Germans, ‘“‘Treat them decently, and they 
won’t jump at anybody’s throat.” The tragic truth is that if the statemen of 
the world — and I may add the top religious leaders of the world, (Pope Pius 
XI being a glorious exception) — had been as wise as Shaw or followed his 
advice, World War II would have been avoided, and, if not avoided, it would 
have ended in a negotiated peace — and the Soviet-Russian barbarians would 
not now be in Berlin and Budapest! 

This same Bernard Shaw who in 1925 got the Nobel Prize for Literature, 
also had some reservations about Jews. As quoted in the old Literary Digest 
(Oct. 12, 1932) Shaw said: 

“This craving for bouquets by Jews is a symptom of racial 
degeneration, The Jews are worse than my own people, Those Jews who 
still want to be the chosen race (chosen by the late Lord Balfour) can go 
to Palestine and stew in their own juice. The rest had better stop being 
Jews and start being human being,” 

(Quoted from The Cross and the Flag, Sept. 1968), 

A little analysis of this reveals that Berard Shaw, the self-acclaimed 
socialist and agnostic, actually suggests the same solution for the so-called 
Jewish problem which the Fathers and Doctors of the Early Church 
preached: Slip out of the cacoon of the Old Testament (Talmudism) into the 
wings of the New! 


Lord Byron (1788-1824) Supplies a Reason 

England’s best known romantic poet, George Gordon Lord Byron, a 
favorite on the Continent also, did in his ‘‘The Age of Bronze” deplore, as in 
our time General George S. Brown did, that Jews exercised so much control. 
He asks sarcastically: 
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“Was ever Christian land so rich in Jews? 

All States, all things, all sovereigns they control 

(Where now, ob pope! is thy forsaken toe? 

Could it not favour Judah with some kicks? 

Or bas it ceased to ‘kick against the pricks?’ 

On Shylock’s shore bebold them stand afresh, 

To cut from nations’ hearts their ‘pound of flesh’.” 
The greatest of English romantic peots, accuses world Jewry of wafting “a 
loan ‘from Indus to the pole’ ” and then draining “her mild percentage from 
exhausted Spain” and Russia, and America and every realm. * 

(Conplete Poetical Works of Lord Byron, Cambridge Edition, Houghton 

Mifflin Co., Boston, p.'307) 


CHAPTER VII 
CHAUCER AND AN “ANTI-JEWISH” TALE 


By common consent, Shakespeare, Milton, Chaucer are England's greatest 
poets. In “The Arguments About Ezra Pound” (Human Events, Jan. 20, 
1973), Max Geleman concludes that hanging Ezra Pound would have been “a 
bit too severe, perhaps,” but on the right track, and asks a question, startling 
in its impudence. With a straight face, Geloman asks, “can a man be an 
anti-Semite and still be considered a ‘great poet’?”” What an arrogant Jewish 
question! What about asking, Can a Germanophobe be a great pct? Or an 
anti-Italian? Or, more practically, an anti-Arab? Or perhaps an anti-American? 

Geltman concedes that the answer is not easy, It depends..,on the degree of 
his Jew-hatred.” He then graciously makes a further concession to the long 
roll call of poets who held that Christ was the promised Messiah and Jews 
were perfidious in rejecting him. Geltman generously allows: 

“If it were an isolated thing, a literary bangle that so often taints 

English literature from Chaucer to Eliot — that would be one thing.” 

We may assume, therefore, that the “anti-Semitic” slips of Shakespeare, 
Eliot, and Chaucer, were such isolated bangles that Max Geltman does not 
scratch them as great poets. 

Surely it would be a pity to scratch Saucer! British Authors Before 1800 
calls him “the first great English poet” and “‘the first to be buried in what is 
now the Poets’ Comer of the [Westminster] Abbey.” Tennyson calls him 
“the first warbler whose...melodious bursts...echo still’’” Why does Max 
Geltman put this morning star of English song in the Rogue’s gallery of 
Anti-Semites? John Beaty in his classical The Iron Curtain Over America 
(Dallas, Texas, 1951, p. 98) explains: 

“Censorship is applied even to those classics which are reprinted. Let 

us look at only one author who lived long ago, Geoffrey Chaucer (c. 

1340-1400)... The Heritage Press edition of the Canterbury Tales omits 

with no explanation the ‘Tale of the Prioress,’ the one in which Chaucer, 

more than 550 years, happened to paint — along with the several Gentile 
poisoners and other murderers of bis stories — one unflattering portrait, 
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aversion of the popular ballad ‘Sir Hugh and the Jew’s Daughter,’ of one 

member of the Jewish race, and that one presumably fictitious! 

Professor Lumiansky’s edition (Simon and Schuster, 1941, preface by 

Mark van Doren) of the Canterbury Tales likewise omits the Prioress’s 

tale, and tells why: 

“ ‘Though anti-Semitism was a somewhat different thing in the 
fourteenth century from what it is today, the present-day reader bas 
modern reactions in literature no matter when it was written. From this 
point of view the Prioress’s story of the little choirboy who is murdered 
by the Jews possesses an unpleasantness which overshadows its other 
qualities’ (op, cit., P. XXIH).” 

As we have seen above, Max Geltman allows that this lapse of Chaucer's 
does not invalidate the rest of Chaucer as great poetry. Yet Prof, John 
Beaty asks pointedly: 

“One cannot, however, escape the question as to what would happen 
to American and English literature if persons of English, Scotch, Irish, 
German, Italian or other descent, took the same attitude toward 
‘defamation’ of persons of their ‘races’ including those who lived more 
than 500 years ago! There would be no motion pictures or plays, and 
except for technical treatises there would be no more books,” (Op.cit., 
99) 

Too, too true! And one more reason why Talmudic smear-terrorism cannot 
much longer be tolerated. 


CHAPTER VIII 
CHARLES DICKENS CREATED FAGIN 


What Shakespeare is to drama, Charles Dickens (1812-1870) is to fiction. 
He is the greatest English novelist, and shares with Dostoevski (1821-1881) 
being the greatest novelist in the world.* He is the author of the beloved 
Christmas Carol. Like Chaucer, he was buried in Westminster Abbey. He is 
described as ‘tan inventive genius of the first order, a genius that built a 
deathless niche. in the temple of fame for Charles Dickens the novelist” 
(British Authors of the Nineteenth Century). So great a man and author can 
be expected to run afoul of the Talmudists. And surely enough he did. 

Dicken’s third novel was Oliver Twist (1838). In this great novel, the boy 
hero “‘falls into the hands of a gang of thieves, at the head of which isthe old 
Jew Fagin” who in the end is executed (Oxford Companion to English 


*Don Quixote by Miguel de Cervantes (1547-1616) is the world’s greatest single fiction 
masterpiece, but it is a one-time flash of genius, Dickens and Dostoevski had an 
inexhaustible invention, Dostoevski, like most of the greatest men since the time of 
Christ, considered Jewish influence excessive and harmful. He wrote in 1880: 

“The Jew and his bank ere today the masters of all of. Europe...of Education, of 
Cwilization, of Socialism; of Socialism above all, by means of which the Jew is going to 
tear up Christianity by its roots and destroy civilization, And when nothing but anarchy 
remains the Jew will put himself at the head of all. For while propagating Socialism 
among all the nations, the Jews remain united among themselves; and when all the 
wealth of Europe is dissipated there will still remain the Jew’s bank.” 
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Literature). In the late forties a motion picture of Oliver Twist said to be 
faithful to the text was shown in Britain. without disorder. John Beaty gives 
us the further account ( The Iron Curtain Over America, pp.93-4): 

“\.but when it reached Berlin, ‘the Jews and police fought with clubs, 
vocks and fireboses around the Karbel theater in Berlin's British sector.’ 
The door of the theater was ‘smashed by Jewish demonstrators who five 
times broke through police cordons established around the playbouse,’ 
These things happened although ‘not once in the picture,..was Fagin 
called a Jew,’ Needless to say, the Jews prevailed over the Berlin police 
and the British authorities, and the exbibitors ceased showing the film, 
(All quotes from the article ‘Fagin in Berlin Provokes a Riot,” Life, 
March 7, 1949, pp.38-39).” 


CHAPTER IX 
PROFESSOR JOHN O. BEATY 


The quotation from John O, Beaty’s The Iron Curtain Over America makes 
other comment superfluous, But before turning the spotlight away from 
literature to other giants in other fields~ Lindbergh, McCarthy, Fr.Coughlin 
Forrestal, Henry Ford, Sr., and others — I should like to add a footnote as it 
were on Col, John Beaty, Ph.D. As a young college teacher, professor of 
English at the University of Scranton (1935-42), 1 had to teach a course on 
drama, Checking on suitable texts, I selected An Introduction to Drama 
(Macmillan, N.Y. 1935) by Jay B. Hubbell, Duke University, and John O. 
Beaty, Southern Methodist University. At the time I had never before heard 
of Hubbell or Beaty. But from the text I came to admire the authors. In a 
lifetime of college teaching their Introduction to Drama was positively the 
most satisfying text I ever used. And a close second became Hubbell and 
Beaty’s An Introduction to Poetry (Revised Edition, Macmillan, N.Y. 1936). 
These texts in introduction, in selections, and in comments perfectly 
reflected Arnold’s right reason and the will of God. They were ideal 
transmitters of culture, which is the will and the ability to restrain passions 
and impulses for the good and welfare of everybody including oneself. 

After the war, I was startled one day to learn that the best book ever 
written on the impudence and arrogance and smear-terrorism of the minority 
that still rejects Christ, who is the fountainhead of all true culture, was none 
other than Prof. John Beaty, the author of the best texts’ I had ever used, and 
one of the most highly respected members of the academic profession. Even 
then I felt that Dr. Beaty would soon pay the terrible price, the 
smear-terrorism, the conspiracy of silence, the withdrawal of many who 
feared guilt by association with someone whom the Anti-Defamation 
Leaguezs labeled an anti-Semite for telling the truth and nothing more than 
the truth. Clearly, the man who had written those superb texts was also a 
man of heroic moral courage, of a daring love of truth and justice. Clearly, he 


‘was not one whom pressures, as Dorothy Thompson complained, made 


“craven and mealy-mouthed.” May the scroll of history give John Beaty an 
ever warmer citation! The State Legislature of Texas made a good start and 
deserves recognition. 
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Upon Dr, Beaty’s death on September 9, 1961, it resolved to pay 
“homage and tribute to the memory of Dr. Jobn O. Beaty, a 

distinguished educator, poet, author, and a great soldier as well as an 

outstanding citizen of our State of Texas and the United States,” 


CHAPTER X 
THORNTON WILDER — TURNS OTHER CHEEK 


While 1 am writing this paper, the New York Times announced, ’ Thornton 
Wilder is Dead at 78; Won 3 Pulitzers for His Work” (Dec. 8, 1975). Wilder’s 
novel The Bridge of San Luis Rey in 1927 and his play Our Town, 1938, 
became classics in our time and his wartime play, The Skin of Our Teeth, is 
ahitinGermany at present. Mrs. Lyndon B. Johnson, on May 4, 1965, 
eulogized him: 

“Unlike some modern writers, you respect your fellow man and you 
respect the American language. You bave never confused being modern 
in language with a dreary reliance on four-letter words.” 

Talmudists at home and Communists away from Moscow distrust authors 
who on principle eschew four-letter words! 

In an interview (‘Thornton Wilder at 65 Looks Ahead — and Back,” New 
York Times, April 15, 1962) Wilder said: 

“You know, the Russians have banned my work...they banned ‘The 
Skin of Our Teeth’ because they said it equated war with flood and the 
ice age as natural catastrophes, when every good Marxist knows war is 
only the work of capitalists. War and human disasters come from the 
ugly unresolved things in us...” 

One notices that he blamed war — and we were in World War Il when The 
Skin of Our Teeth appeared, on “unresolved things in us,” not like the 
Morgenthauists, exclusively on the Germans! 

Wilder, one of the most brotherly writers imaginable, brotherly also to 
Jews, nevertheless all his life suffered from Jewish antipathy. Edmund Fuller, 
in “A Target of Intellectual Guerillas,” reviewing the latest Wilder 
biography (Wall Street Journal, Dec, 22, 1975: Richard H. Goldstone, 
Thornton Wilder, Saturday Review Press, 299 pages) writes: 

“There was a strong class and life-style hostility, partly against bis 
Puritan heritage, in such onslaughts from some of what Prof. Goldstone 
indentifies as ‘the left-wing Puritans.,.the Jewish intellectual Marxists of 
the 1930s.” 

Goldstone specifies: 

“In 1930, Communist Michael Gold wrote a savage article, ‘Wilder: 
Prophet of the Genteel Christ’ — a reference to the pervasively Christian 
Humanist tone of the works, It burt Wilder deeply and injured bim in 
the unfriendly eyes of the prevalently left-leaning liberal literary 
establishment,” 

Michael Gold’s “name was originally Irwin Granich...His father, a peddler 
and suspendermaker, and his mother were Jewish immigrants from Besserabia” 
(N.Y. Times, May 15, 1967). 
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In the New Masses this Granich-Gold referred to that “Fairy-like little 

Anglo-American curate, Thornton Wildez...” In his review, “Wilder: Prophet 

of the Genteel Christ,” in the New Republic (Dec. 17,1930) he denounced 
“shat nearly fashionable literary religion that centers around Jesus 

Christ, the First British Gentleman. it is a pastel, pastiche, dilletante 

religion, without the true neurotic blood and fire, a. daydream of 

homosexual figures in graceful gowns moving archaically among the 

Hiies, li is Anglo-Catholicism, that last refuge of the American literary 

snob.” 

(Guoted from Daniel Aaron, Writers on the Left, Harcourt, Brace & 

World, 1961, p. 241.) 

This is a nasty vilification not only of Wilder but also of Jesus of Nazareth, 
the ultimate magnet of perennial Jewish hate. Lucky for Wilder that he 
tumed the other cheek, as Christ had commanded. Had he, like Dorothy 
Thompson, let himself be provoked into an angry retort, he would probably, 
as Dorothy Thompson, have “become an anti-Semite by designation” 
(Sanders, op.cit., p. 327). 


CHAPTER X]1 
ARCHIBALD MACLEISH — CHANGES A LINE 


In the thirties and forties there was some tension between Gentile writers 
and Jewish ones, What underlay it was the close affinity between Jews and 
Communists. When William Saxbe in April, 1974, remarked that in those 
years Jewish intellectuals were “very enamored of the Communist Party” the 
resulting storm, as we shall see, blew him out of his position as Attorney 
General. However Jews sympathized with communism, they did not want to 
be equated with it, And they were to call anyone an antiSemite who 
suggested their affinity to communism. Several non-Jewish writers, even very 
liberal ones, made what Max Geltman would describe as an anti-Semitic 
“bangle.” One of whom one might least expect this — and who himself 
seemed unaware of it — was Archibald Macleish. 

He was of the quintessence of the American Establishment, Pulitzer Prize 
winner, Librarian of Congress, and the mighty wartime Director of Facts and 
Figures. Though he was “one of the most eloquent and talented critics of the 
literary left in the early thirties” (See Aaron, op.cit., p. 263) and- presented 
the American plutocracy very unflatteringly, especially in “Frescoes for Mr. 
Rockefeller’s City,” MacLeish had in it ridiculed one “Comrade Levine.” 
MacLeish describes Levine as one 

“who writes of America. Most instinctively having in ‘seventy-four 

Crossed to the Hoboken side on the Barclay Street Ferry. 

Aindt you read in d’books you are all brudders?” 

(Quoted from ‘Aaron, op. cit., p. 267) 

Two outrages against Jews were found in this, First, calling a crude 
communist by the name of “Levine” made him also a Jew; secondly, 
mimicking his accent also labeled him a Jew. Also MacLeish counterpoised 
the “tough land,” that is, the real America, to the “Marxists, Jews and those 
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disturbed intellectuals who recently have taken the road to the political lef;* 
(See Aaron, p. 266).. We note that this confirms Saxbe’s unfortunate 
allegation! The same Michael Gold who so shamefully excoriated Thomton 
Wilder, whose decent Christianity he could not stand, lunged at MacLeish: 
“As for us unfortunate Jews whe bappen to be Communists and 
annoy My, MacLeisb so much, we shall go on repeating in our vulgar 
dialect, despite Hitler and MacLeisb, ‘Aindt you read in d’books you are 

all brudders?” (See Aaron, p. 267) 

However intemperate Gold’s attack was, it had its effect. Quietly MacLeish 
changed the tell-tale name Levine when the Frescoes were republished in 
Poems to “Devine” (See Aaron, p. 429, note 53). Also, so reports Daniel 
Aaron, MacLeish “made himself more palatable to the Left-Wingers by 
vigorously attacking fascism in poems and plays and speeches” (p. 267). 

And during the Spanish war, ““MacLeish was to become the darling of the 
Communist literati...” (Aaron, P. 264, note). Is it uncharitable to suggest that 
the same Jewish smear-terrorism which corrals Congressional votes for Israel, 
no matter how unjust or unwise, also converted MacLeish from a conservative 
to a leftist, and to a rabid interventionist in World War II? 


CHAPTER Xl 
T.S. Eliot — 
HOSPITALITY LOST THROUGH A COUPLET! 


If it was surprising that MacLeish would run afoul of the Talmudists, who 
after all, is hardly a first-rate poet nor a dedicated Christian, it is not 
surprising that T.S. Eliotdid, for he is both, and admittedly so in both 
America and England. Eliot grew up in St. Louis, took an A.B. and M.A. ° at 
Harvard, and with his The Waste Land, 1922, and the $200,000 Dial award 
moved to “the forefront of contemporary literature.” In 1927 he became a 
British subject and in 1928 “confessed to being ‘an Anglo-Catholic in religion, 
a classicist in literature, and a royalist in politics’ ” (20th Century Authors). 
As a self-confessed, dedicated Christian he forfeited the spontaneous 
goodwill of both Jews and communists, D.E.S. Maxwell, in The Poetry of T.S. 
Eliot (1952, p. 119) wrote, “‘Eliot’s conversion to Anglo-Catholicism has 
served to define the antipathy of the liberal and humanist critics of his 
belief.” : 

Jews who puzzle why they are subjected by everyone everywhere to what 
they fraudulently call anti-Semitism, and well-meaning non-Jews who wonder 
about the same thing, could deduce the philosophic answer from Eliot’s 
opinion: 

“But the culture conflict is the religious conflict on its deepest level: 
it is one whole pattern of life against another.” 
(Our Sunday Visitor, Jan 28, 1962.) 

In other words, culture is a way of life, and it is religion which directs it; 
and between those who recognize Christ the way, the truth, and the life, and 
those who reject Christ and even hate him, no harmonious way of life is 
possible! T.S. Eliot also wrote, “I confess to a preference for fascism [over 
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communism] in practice, which I dare say most of my readers share’”’ 
(Criterion, VIH, July, 1929). : 

But what since the days of Roosevelt and Hitler alone matters, ‘“He did not 
conceal,” writes Daniel Aaron (p. 249) “this contempt for the deracinated 
intellectuals of the North, the undesirable ‘free-thinking Jews’...” Anyone can 
here detect echoes of Saxbe’s fatal remark about Jews having an affinity for 
Communism! 

What, however, in the eyes of the Jews is the worst atrocity of ali, beyond 
what is falsely attributed to Hitler, T.S. Eliot committed in a pejorative 
couplet on Jews in his poem “Burbank with a Baedecker.” One time Eliot 
was to spend his summer vacation in the seaside home of Sarah Gertrude 
Millin, 2 noted Jewish South African novelist. During the first night of his 
visit, Mrs. Millin, up late reading, came upon this poem, and in it the couplet, 

“The Jew is underneath the lot. 

The rats are underneath the piles.” 

As reported in the New York Post (Oct. 10, 1971): 

“Though the hour was late, Mrs. Millin — her Jewish ire aroused — 
wrapped on the door of Eliot’s bedroom and demanded to know 
whether he had indeed written thus of Jews. When Eliot replied in the 
affirmative, Mrs. Millin ordered him to leave her house in the morning, 
which he duly did.” 

And still Jews puzzle why people feel as if they are walking on eggs when 
they are around Jews! 


CHAPTER XXIII 
THEODORE DREISER — 
DOES NOT TURN THE OTHER CHEEK 


The first important American writer who did not merely slip into an 
inadvertent criticism of Jews but consciously criticized them is Theodore 
Dreiser (1871-1940), author of Sister Carrie and An American Tragedy. 
Twentieth Century Authors calls him “undoubtedly the most significant 
realistic novelist. America has so far produced.” In view of the recent plight of 
New York City, the largest Jewish city in the world, it is interesting to note 
that in 1922 writing to Mencken he described it as “‘a scream — a Kyke’s 
dream of a ghetto. The lost tribe has taken an island.” 

In The American Spectator (September, 1933), according to Daniel Aaron, 
“George Jean Nathan [a Jew who died a Catholic], James Branch 

Cabell, Eugene O’Neill, Ernest Boyd, and Dreiser jocosely slandered the 

‘Chosen People’s’ manners and culture and facetiously recommended 

they be settled in Africa or Kansas,” (Op. cit., p. 276) 

This was supposed to be consciously funny, but Hutchins Hapgood was not 
amused, and published an exchange of letters with Dreiser, under “Is Dreiser 
-Anti-Sermitic?” Daniel Aaron reports: 

“Dreiser retracted nothing. The Jews, be said, avoided the proletarian 
occupations; they lacked integrity; they were money-minded; and, 
because of ‘their cobesion, their race tastes,’ they were quite capable of 
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overrunning the country. He saw no reason ‘why a race as gifted, as 

definite, as religious im its predilections sbould not be willing to occupy 

a@ country of its own,’ Dreiser denied be wanted to expel the Jews from 

America, and he condemned the persecution of the Jews by the 

Germans, Nevertheless, be declared, the Jews were unassimilable, and it 

would be a good thing for them and for the world if they weve relocated 

in some Jewish national homeland,”” 
(Writers on the Left, pp.276-7) 

Daniel Aaron holds that “Dreiser’s anti-Semitism” did not equate with 
“the racist theories of the Nazis; at times, Vachel Lindsay and Edgar Lee 
Masters had expressed similar notions about Jews.” This justifies the 
comment that American literary eminences rather generally were out of step 
with the Jews; secondly, that, whether zacist or not, the Third Reich also in 
its ‘Final Solution” for Jews considered them unassimilable and wanted 
Madagascar as a homeland for them, Dreiser eventually rehabilitated himself 
by becoming an aggressive Communist, and Michael Gold, conciliatingly said, 
“It is now my belief he can undo this damage only by years of devoted battle 
against anti-Semitism and fascism” (Aaron, p.278). It will be noted that what 
Dorothy Thompson calls character assassination and career assassination is 
effective, in one way or another: it got Saxbe in effect fired as Attomey 
General, and Theodore Dreiser reformed into philosemitic communism! 


CHAPTER XIV 
EZRA POUND — 
NOT QUITE HANGED FOR THE TRUTH 


Pound was the literary magnet of our time. He held court for the most 
celebrated young American writers. Archibald MacLeish, then Librarian of 
Congress, in a letter on September 19, 1943, wrote that Pound “has written 
as good poetry as has appeared in his lifetime.” Time Magazine (Aug. 2, 
1971) confirmed: 

“The band of Ezra Pound, more strongly than any other, shaped the 
dominant style of 20th century poerty in English,” 

T.S.Eliot called him “the greatest poet alive” and dedicated The Waste 
Land to him. 

But in 1930, according to Time something went askew: Pound began to 
tease our “nutty monetary theories” and made “Fascist noises about 
‘international Jewry’....During World War Ihe made pro-Axis broadcasts from 
Rome.” 

Criticizing U.S. war policies might not have ruined him, those who did so 
during the Viemam War were glorified for it! Nor his being suspected of 
fascism, for totalitarian Americans guilty of communism, infinitely worse 
than any fascism, have also been glorified in the press'for it! 

Julien Cornell, Pound’s lawyer, in The Trial of Ezra Pound (John Day, 
N.Y., 1966, p.40) wrote, ‘‘I believe that much of the bitterness against him 
derived from the anti-Semitic tone of some of his braodcasts from Rome.” In 
a short wave broadcast from Rome, April 23, 1942, Pound had said that 
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“the Morgenthau-Lebman gang control 99% of all means of 
communications inside the United States and that they can drown out 
and buy out nearly all opposition, on top of which Roosevelt bas, 
characteristically resorted to blackmail,” (Quoted from Cornell,op. cit., 

P, 139) : 

This of course is God’s honest truth. But as we pointed out above, nothing 
convulses the Talmudists so reflexsively as the truth! A mistake can be 
ridiculed; and falsehood exposed; but a truth can only be crucified 
innocently! And this is probably what infuriates! 

But the sentence that got the poet acclaimed as the greatest American in 
our time treated like a savage beast was this broadcast to the U.S. from Italy 
in 1942, 

“Had you bad the sense to eliminate Roosevelt and his Jews or the 
Jews and their Roosevelt you would not be at war.” 

(Quoted from “The File on Ezra Pound,” International Herald 
Tribune, Oct. 23, 1970) 

Here was the same truth Lindbergh had pronounced on Sept. 11, 1941, in 
Des Moines. But as Dorothy Thompson once wanted war so that Lindbergh 
might no longer have freedom of speech, Roosevelt had by then tricked 
America into the war at Pearl Harbor, and what Pound then said, the 
Talmudists insisted, was now treason! 

Time Magazine (Aug. 2, 1971) in a review explains: 

“ what bappened to Pound when the war ended is detailed and grim. 
He was arrested by two small-time crooks who bad learned that there 
was a 500,000-lira reward for his capture. Handcuffed to an accused 
murderer, be was taken by Jeep to a military jail near Pisa, There, at the 
age of 60, be was kept like an animal in an outdoor cage, exposed to all 
wheathers, for move than six months.” 

In November, 1945, Pound was flown to Washington to be tried for 
teason, But though the Morgenthauists wanted him tried — and hanged, 
many of Pound’s humanist colleagues thought it unseemly that the great 
“crusaders” for the Four Freedoms hang their greatest poet for having told the 
truth! And so it was arranged to follow the Soviet example and declare him 
insane. Accordingly, Pound, “starting at age 60, spent twelve years as a 
patient and prisoner in a mental hospital in Washington — a long punishment, 
whatever his offences.” If Pound had said of the Germans — or the Irish, the 
Arabs, the Italians, or even Americans in general — what he said of the Jews, 
he would have told what was untrue, but he probably would have got the 
Nobel Prize for it! 

Pound during twelve years in St. Elizabeth’s, writes Times (Aug. 2,1971) 
“fought off madness and suicide by writing some of his greatest verses.” 
Happily in 1948, one Max Geltman sourly reporis, “he was awarded by a 
generous and permissive nation with the Library of Congress Bollinger Prize” 
(‘The Arguments About EzraPound.” Human Events, Jan. 20, 1973). This 
Max Geltman, true to the Shylock tradition, even after nearly three decades, 
concludes his essay as follows,‘‘Robert Hilyer said: ‘Pound is a poet. He isa 
twaitor. Hang him.’ A bit too severe, perhaps, but he was on the right track.” 
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CHAPTER XV 
GEORGE WASHINGTON AND BENJAMIN FRANKLIN 


The distrust of Jewish intrigue and influence which Ezra Pound expressed 
in the twentieth century — to his undoing — was not original with him but 
had some illustrious proponents in American history. None other than the 


Father of the Country, its first President, George Washington, is said to have . 


spoken of Jews as subversive and undesirable, to this effect: 

“They work more effectively against us than the enemy's armies...It is 
much to be lamented that each State, long ago bas not hunted them 
down as pests to society and the greatest enemies we have to the 
bappiness of America — The Jews.” 

(Purportedly from Maxims of George Washington, Appleton and Co., 
1894, pp. 125-6, Marilyn R. Allen claims to have discovered this.) 

If this is authentic ~ I have not had the time to personally track it down — 
it is more of a sweeping criticism than any of Ezra Pound’s, 

Benjamin Franklin (1706-1789), scientist and diplomat, one of the framers 
of the Declaration of Independence, can be considered the greatest genius 
among our Founding Fathers. His strictures on Jews enjoys the widest 
circulation, but also lacks convincing authenticity. Franklin’s alleged 
“Prophecy” is said to have been spoken at the Constitutional Convention in 
1787. One of its paragraphs reads as follows: 

“In whatever country Jews bave settled in any great numbers, they 
have lowered its moral tone; depreciated its commercial integrity s,bave 
sneered at and iried to undermine the Christian religion upon which that 
nation is founded by objecting to tts restrictions; bave built up a state 
within a state; and when opposed have tried to strangle that country to 
death financially...” 

This is the best summary anywhere of the complaints the greatest men 
down through the centuries have directed against Talmudism, If it is not 
authentic, one could apply to it what Henry Ford, Sr., said of the Protocols of 
Zion, ‘‘that they fit in with what is going on.” 

That the “Prophecy” might reflect Franklin’s feelings appears from a letter 
Franklin wrote to President Adams, dated November 26, 1781. In it he 
complains that one John Neufville of Amsterdam was guilty towards the 
colonies of ‘dishonorable treatment” and “a monstrous injustice.” He 
comments: : 

“although I believe bim to be as much a Jew as any in Jerusalem, I 
did not expect that, with how many and such constant profession of 
friendship for the U.S. with which he loads all bis letters, he would 
attempt to enforce bis demands by a proceeding so abominable.” 

_ (Quoted from “Famous Men on the Jews,” Christian Vanguard, Nov. 

1975.) 
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CHAPTER XVI 
GENERAL ULYSSES S. GRANT 


One whose vexations with Jews are authenticated is General Ulysses S. 
Grant. He was the most illustrious Union General of the Civil War, and was 
later elected President by a grateful people. He could not conceivably have 
been thought of as innately anti-Jewish. Yet he found Jews to be so 
disruptive, so subversive of U.S. Army objectives that on November 19, 1862, 
he ordered that “‘No Jews are to be permitted to travel on the railroad 
southward from any point. They may go North and should be encouraged in 
it, but they are such an intolerable nuisance that the department must be 
purged of them.” On December 17, 1862, he wrote: 

“the specie regulations of the Treasury Department have been 
violated, and that mostly by Jews and other unprincipled traitors.,,1 
have frequently bad them expelled from the department, but they come 
in with their carpet-sacks in spite of all that can be done to prevent it.” 
Most damagingly on December 17, 1862, General Grant ordered: 

“The Jews as a class, violating every regulation of trade established by 
the Treasury Department and also department orders, are hereby 
expelled from the department within twenty-four bours from the receipt 
of this order, 

“Post Commanders will see that all of this class of people be 
furnished passes and required to leave, and anyone returning after such 
notification will be arrested and held in confinement until opportunity 
occurs of sending them out as prisoners, unless furnished with permit 
from headquarters. No passes will be given these people to visit 
headquarters for the purpose of making personal application for trade 
permits,”* 

Because of these orders General Grant has ever since been treated 
derogatorily by publicists and as an anti-Semite by Jews. However, nobody 
disputes the validity of Genral Grant’s reasons for his banning Jews from the 
military zones; and truth is neither prejudice nor anti-Semitism! But relatively 
speaking, General Grant was lucky: Had he been a German general in World 
War II who had issued similar orders with equal justification, he would have 
been hanged at the Nuremberg trials as a war criminal. The criterion of justice 
at the Nuremberg trials was not whether an action was right or wrong or was 
justified or not, but whether it was offensive to Jews — and if so, the penalty 
was hanging and a scattering of the cremated ashes to all the winds. 


CHAPTER XVII 
BISMARK 
ON THE ROTHSCHILDS AND OUR CIVIL WAR 


While General Grant’s complaints revolved around “black market” 


*Quoted from Official Records of the War of the Rebellion, Series I, Vol. XVII, Part Il, 
pages 327, 330, 421-22, 424, as found in The Cross and the Flag, July, 1974. 
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activities of Jews in the Civil War, Bismark, Germany’s greatest Chancellor, 
attributed an even more sinister role to Jews in our Civil War. He said that the 
High Financial Power of Europe wanted two weak rather than one strong 
united America and therefore promoted the Civil War: 

“The voice of the Rothschilds predominated. They foresaw 
tremendous booty if they could substitute two feeble democracies, 
indebted to the Jewish financiers, to the vigorous Republic, confident 
and self-providing. Therefore, they started...to dig an abyss between the 
two parts of the Republic.” (Quoted from Comelius Carl Veith, Citadel 
of Chaos, Boston, 1949, p. 109) 

Bismark goes so far as to assert that these foreign financiers, when they 
feared that Lincoin’s method of finance would remove the Untied States 
from their grip, resolved upon the “death of Lincoin.,.Nothing is easier than 
to find a fanatic to strike” (Op, cit., p.121). 


CHAPTER XVIII 
HENRY FORD, SR. 
AND THE DEARBORN INDEPENDENT 


If anyone along with Washington, Franklin, and Grant belongs among the 
creators of the Success Story that is America, it is Henry Ford, Sr. In as much 
as a good case can be made for saying that whenever in the Christian era, 
including in America, anyone was uniquely great, he ended in a confrontation 
with the Talmudists, Henry Ford, Sr.,is a well publicized case in point. A top 
mechanical genius, the inventor of the Model-T, the catapultist of the 
automotive age, Henry Ford was also a good Christian. And he was so 
dedicated a man of peace that in his eagerness for a negotiated peace to end 
World War I, he chartered a peaceship in 1915, accoring to Time Magazine 
(March 1, 1971) “to take pacifists to some unspecified neutral country for a 
conference that would end the war,” 

Time calls it a “well-meaning but wildly impractical effort.” However, it 
was impractical only because the statesmen of the world were murderous 
fools, including Woodrow Wilson and all his entourage (except William 
Jennings Bryan!). It was impractical for the same reason that Mencken and 
Bernard Shaw and Pope Benedict XV were impractical in urging a negotiated 
peace, the reason is that in time of war the devil holds all the trumps — and 
the munitions makers control all the politicians! 


Ford Buys the Dearborn Independent 

Henry Ford, this unique genius and heroic man of peace, according to 
Time Magazine “bought a newspaper, the Dearborn Independent, and began 
assailing Jews as purveyors of munitions, alcohol, cigarettes, depraved movies 
and Jazz.” 

Time writes that Ford soon gave it up “Because it gave him no lasting 
relief.” The underlying tragedy, however is, that even though nobody not even 
the Jews, tried to show Ford essentially in error, they did so boycott the 
Ford Company that Henry Ford felt forced to prefer the blackout of the 
truth to the shutdown of his factory. 
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Gerald L.K, Smith, in the Introduction to International Jew (Box 27895, 
Los Angeles, Cal., 231 pages), an abridgement of the articles in the Dearborn 
Independent, writes: 

“The moment the manuscripts dealing with the Jewish problem 
reached the public, a terrfic howl went up from official Jewry.,, Every 
instrument of torture and abuse which could be imagined was carried on 
against Mr, Ford — smear, character assassination, ridicule, physical 
threat, boycott, The pressure was constant, consistent and endless...on 
My. Ford to stop publication of ‘The International Jew,’ ” 

In short, the typical Talmudic strategy was invoked against Ford, not an 
attempt to refute the truth of the charges, but to bludgeon criticism into 
silence! 

Regarding the Protocols, Ford said (on Feb. 17, 1921) he only cared to 
say ‘that they fit in with what is going on.” Refuting the accusation that he 
is anti-Semitic, in his My Life And Work, 1922, he comments: 

“Readers of our articles will see at once that we are not actuated by 
any kind of prejudice, except it may be a prejudice in favor of principles 
which have made our civilization.. There bad been observed in this 
country certain streams of influence which were causing a marked 
deterioration in our literature, amusements, and social conduct; business 
was departing from its old-time substantial soundness; a general 
letting-down of standards were felt everywhere.” (Quoted from Smith, op, 
cit., p. 20). 

This subversion of moral and cultural standards that follows in the wake of 
Talmudic influence is what provoked the strictures of the Fathers of the 
Church, of the greatest of poets and writers of all time, and of the most 
conscientious and ablest spokesmen of our time. Instead of answering such 
strictures with smear-terror accusations of anti-Semitism, and boycotts of 
freedom of speech and of the Press, Jews should honestly debate criticism, 
and if it is in error, refute it, but if it is justified, reform themselves 
accordingly. That is the cure for alleged anti-Semitism! 


CHAPTER XIX 
FATHER CHARLES E. COUGHLIN — 
TOO TRUE TO BE ALLOWED ON THE AIR 


What Henry Ford with all his prestige and presidency of the Ford Motor 
Company could not do, force Jews into a low profile of fairness and honesty, 
came close to being done by a simple Catholic priest, Father Charles E. 
Coughlin, What he had was not money or position, but a burning passion for 
truth and Christianity, and a power of oratory which if one is adequately to 
describe must be called as charismatic as that of Hitler. But both men had 
nothing in common, except a recognition of the danger and brutality and 
atheism of Communism. Father Coughlin feared and hated communism, he 
did not hate Jews, But whoever in recent American history has effectively 
opposed communism ended up being branded an anti-Semite. , 

Arthur R. Ahrends, in “Father Coughlin in Retrospect’ (American Mercury, 
Summer, 1968) writes: 
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“Coughlin’s destruction set a continuing pattern; anyone who dares 
take a stand against the forces of world communism will suffer the most 
calculated, ruthless attacks imaginable, Others meeting the same (or 
similar) fate as Father Coughlin include, among others, Charles 
Lindbergh, Tyler Kent, General George Patton, Geneval Edwin A. 
Walker, James Forrestal, Joe McCarthy, Pat McCarran, and, most 
recently, Thomas Dodd. Like Father Coughlin, they all fought and were 
all but ruined by one common enemy.” 

And, one has to add, that ‘‘one common enemy” invariably is an all but 
united front of Jews and communists! 


His Hatred of Communism Makes Him Hated by Jews 

In January 1930, Coughlin ‘declared himself a total opponent of 
communism and its little brother, socialism....But September 1930 Father 
Coughlin had a nationwide audience which quickly soared to 12 million 
listeners.” Arthur R. Ahrens tells us: 

“soon be was labeled a Fascist, a Nazi, and an anti-Semite.,.As always 
among the chief smearers was the notorious Anti-Defamation League.” 
Father Coughlin was alarmed that in the Spanish Civil War the so-called 

Loyalists 

“veceiwed whole-hearted support from all major Jewish organizations 
without exception, while these same Loyalists burned priests in 
gasoline, raped nuns, desecrated dtars, and pillaged Churches, Not once, 
however, did Father Coughlin say anything against the Jewish people or 
their religion. On the contrary, be urged patriotic Jews to join with him 
in bis struggle against communism...” 

It is important to stress that Father Coughlin was an enemy of 
communism, not of the Jews, and sought cooperation with them, not enmity. 
But a Christian simply cannot be adedicated, active Christian, championing 
truth and justice, without ending up being smeared as an anti-Semite! Father 
Coughlin earnestly wrote: 

Iam characterized as being an anti-Semite because I decry atheistic 
Jews whom official Jewry...bas not repudiated.., Official Jewry must 
condemn not only the theory but the practices of Communism,,.Decent 
Jews ~ American Jews — must repudiate atheistic Jews and international 
Jews...To...Jews of America who recognize these truths, particularly do I 
appeal,” (Broadcast, Dec. 4, 1938, Quoted from American Mercury, 
Summer, 1968) 

Shortly before Pearl Harbor, Father Coughlin “predicted that if the United 
States were to enter the war, the only result would be a-victory for 
communism.” In his fight to keep America neutral, Father Coughlin and 
Charles Lindbergh and H.L, Mencken, and Ezra Pound, and Bernard Shaw all 
were on the side of the peacemakers whom the Bible calls “blessed,” but 
whom Roosevelt who was “lying” us into the war, and his pack of 
Morgenthaus, Winchells, Kaufmans and Nizers hated forever after with the 
eye-for-an-eye-ism Martin Luther deplored in the tribel. 

By September, 1940, Father Coughlin left the air. In April 1942, his 
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newspaper Social Justice was barred from the mails. It “ceased publication 
within a month. Father Coughlin was silenced.” Father Coughlin was just as 
much the victim of telling the truth as Jesus of Nazareth — and both were 
victims of the same Talmudic hate! 


CHAPTER XX 
SENATOR JOSEPH McCARTHY — 
EXPOSED REDS AND OFFENDED JEWS 


The man who more so than Henry Ford or Father Coughlin came closest 
to exposing the octopus-like Jewish-Communist influence in America — in the 
movies, tadio, theater, the press, and in Washington — was the Junior Senator 
from Wisconsin, Senator Joseph McCarthy. And he stumbled into his 
“crusade” without forethought, merely because of his honesty and love of 
truth. On February 9, 1950, Senator McCarthy in a talk to the Women’s 
Republican Club, Wheeling, W.Va., said he had a list of fifty-seven people in 
the State Department who are members of the Communist Party and 
continue to work there and influence policy, This was said in far-away 
Wheeling in a non-written, non-taped speech and hardly circulated to get 
much publicity, But it provoked a cyclone. In a jiffy liberals and Jews and 
Communists were buzzing about McCarthy like a swarm of hornets! He 
himself appears not to have realized the size of the hornet’s nest he had 
poked into! : 4 

Indeed the spontaneity and the ferocity of assault on McCarthy can only 
be understood if the smear-terrorists had been lying in wait for a pretext to 
charge upon McCarthy. And this was the case. Senator McCarthy had the 
previous year committed the one unpardonable offense in the eyes of the 
eye-for-an-eye contingent; he had questioned both the veracity and the 
methods of the U.S. prosecution of Germans being tried for the “Malmedy 
Massacre.” On December 17, 1944, during the Battle of the Bulge, the 
Germans captured some 150 Americans, and in the grey dawn lined them up 
four abrest to transport them to the rear. Suddenly there was gunfire, which 
in a moment killed eighty-one of these prisoners-of-war, 


Was lt a Terrible Crime — Or a Terrible Accident? 

In the confusion of the battle and poor visibility of the cold morning 
anything could have happened. The Germans could have fired on them by 
mistake, or, if unable to secure the prisoners, deliberately — an accepted 
practice in land warfare—or Americans could mistakenly have machine-gunned 
them, Certain it is that the Germans to the bitter end absolutely denied either 
intentionally or accidentally shooting these POWs. And the more they 
persisted in denying their guilt, and the more an American horrendous 
blunder was suggested, the more vicious the “American” prosecutors became 
in torturing “confessions” out of the accused men. The prosecutors were 
almost exclusively recently naturalized German-speaking Emigrants — nobody 
dared call them Jews! Names frequent in the proceedings are Col. A.H. 
Rosenfeld, Morris Ellowitz, Harry Thon, Wm. R. Perl. 

These prosecutors, whom to call American is to insult America, were 
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sadistic brutes. Standard procedure was to cover the accused with a black 
hood damp with the blood of a previous victim; beat him with sticks until 
bloody, with constant requests to confess his own guilt but especially that of 
his superior officers, e.g. Col. Joachim Peiper. If he continued to refuse, he 
had a mock death sentence read to him, and he was introduced to a manin 
ptiest’s robes, to whom to confess. He then suffered a mock hanging — not 
quite to the point of death. Immunity for what was confessed was 
shamelessly violated. What Jewish persecuters seem more to be prone to than 
those of other races is an abuse of the genitals of the acccused. No less an 
investigator than Judge van Roden of Pennsylvania reported that prosecutors 
kicked the testicles and trampled on the sexual organs of the accused. 


Christian Americans Begin to Protest 
With such methods in a very short time twenty-nine German boys, four 
only eighteen years old had been hanged. But while the Jewish organizations 
and publicists were screaming for more executions, Christians were beginning 
to spoil the fun by protesting the brutality of che Emigrant prosecution.* 
When things go well, the world considers the Christian churches superflous 
and wants the money used to support them given to the poor. But when 
politicians have created a crisis and a disaster, it is the Christian churches that 
‘speak up. So when the Talmudic blackmailers were inducing generals and 
commisioners to inflict such atrocities as the third-degree Malmedy trials on 
the defeated Germans, Christian churchmen were virtually the only ones 
corageous enough to risk their reputations and freedom in protest. 
Specifically in this case the Evangelical Bishop Wurm of Wuerttemberg and 
the Catholic Auxiliary Bishop Dr. J. Neuhaeusler of Munich. protested the 
third-degree methods and pleaded for a stay in the executions of those 
thereby condemned. They were joined by Bishop Aloisius Muench, Bishop of 
Fargo, North Dakota, then Apostolic Visitator for Germany.* id 
When distinguished American laymen, such as Col. M. Everett, Atlanta, and 
Judge E. LeRoy van Roden, from Media, Pa., after a visit to Landsberg, 
confirmed the complaints, of Wurm, Neuhaeusler, and Muench, 2 Senate 
Investigating Subcommittee was appointed, consisting of Senator Raymond 
Baldwin, chairman, and Estes Kefauver, and Lester Hunt. It began hearings in 


*] have, for example, before me a column by John O’Donneil, “Capital Stuff,” Oct. 5, 
1948, and another, March 7, 1949, and a column, “German Prisoner's Story Describes 
Third-Degree” (Boise Valley Herald, March 24, 1949). Also before me is the book in 
German, Lothar Greil, Die Wahrheit Ueber Malmedy Schild Verlag, 3rd edition, 1958). 
Freda Uiley, author of the classic book on the vidictiveness of the Morgenthau Plan in 
Germany, High Cost of Vengeance, has an article, “Malmedy and McCarthy” in 
American Mercury, Nov, 1954, 1 discussed the Malmedy prosecution several times with 
Judge van Roden in the 1960s, 


*¥In 1950 Pope Pius XI bestowed on him the title of Archbishop; in 1951 he became Papal 
Nuncio to Germany; in 1959, Cardinal, He died Feb. 15, 1962. He had been a teacher of 
mine and I am happy to pay tribute to him, During my visits to Germany in 1949, 1951, 
and 1960, I visited him, His role in ameliorating the injustices wreaked by prosecutors 
whom he describes as “that handful of naturalized Americans” (p. 341), “second-rate 
and self-secking carpet-baggers” (p. 39), and men “who hardly deserve the name of 
Americans”(p. 151) is briefly sketched in Colman J. Barry, 0.S.B., American Nuncio, 
Collegeville, Minn. 1969.) in 


April, 1949. Senator McCarthy had asked and gotten the right to attend and 
to cross examine witnesses. That is how McCarthy’s via dolorosa began! 

After hearing what testimony there was, Senator McCarthy on April 19, 
1949, according to the New York Times Index, 1949, “scores alleged 
brutality.” On April 21, “McCarthy scores use of mock trials...charges 
subcommittee plan to whitewash Army.” From this date on, the 
Morgenthauists, the vindictive revenge hounds from whose ranks the 
Malinedy prosecutors had mostly been recruited — as if there had not been 
fair and honest and tried Americans available! — had Senator McCarthy's 
number, What made the hate kettle boil over was when McCarthy on May 14, 
“demands lie detector tests of ex-Lt. Perl and two others who denied 
brutality charges.” And under May 21, the New York Times Index reports: 
“Sens. McCarthy and Baldwin clash over McCarthy demand for lie detectors; 
McCarthy quits Sen. subcom. hearing.” 


Senator McCarthy Became Marked Man 
Just as the fate of Christ was sealed the day he drove the moneychangers 
out of the Temple,.so Senator McCarthy’s was when he demanded lic 
detector tests for the Jewish prosecutors who were third-degreeing German 
POWs to the hangman! But what both Christ and Martin Luther said is chat 
what Jews ave most noted for is lying and what Jewish witnesses most needed 
was what McCarthy demanded! But Senator McCarthy scrupulously bent over 
backwards not to indentify the brutes in the Malmedy trials by their race. 
And he continued to try to do so during all his controversial career. With 
the aid of New York money, Senator McCarthy had defeated the 
conservative, Amevica-First Senator Robert LaFollette. McCarthy came tothe . 
Senate without preconceived ideas, naively, one might say. But he was a 
I Christian and he was honest and fair. As we saw, that got him unwisely into 
demanding truth and justice in the trials against the Germans. But in a very 
f short time, his sense of truth also alerted him to the preponderant Jewish and 
I Communistic influence in the government. He tried to confine his viewpoint 
| only to the communists but as every anti-Communist before and after him 
has experienced, you cannot oppose Communism without arousing the 
implacable hatred of Jews and their chief organizations. 

After McCarthy’s role in the Malmedy investigation, these were poised to 
smear-terrorize him at the first plausible moment, They thought they had it 
when on February 9, 1950, he spoke of 57 communists in the State 
Department. Their first strategy was to ask names. It is one of the curiosities 
of our legal practice that anyone can denounce another as a Fascist or a 
neo-Nazi and need only to quote some such sentiments of his to have legal 
immunity. But to accuse anyone of being a communist, one has to prove that 
he is a card-carrying member of the Party, and no pro-communist assertions 
of his will protect the accuser. Consequently to ask McCarthy to name names 
of communists was a calculated trap even for a Senator. 


McCarthy Names Communists and the Names Sound Jewish 
McCarthy began to name names and no doubt to his embarrassment the 
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names sounded more alien than American. To quote: 

“be kept dragging one communist agent after another out into the bright 
light of day — loathsome, alien creatures with names like Solomon Adley, 
Nathan Silvermaster, Irving Bazer, Ernie Lieberman, Irving’ Kaplan, 
Abrabam Silverman, Judith Coplon, Leo Drozdorff, Irving Goldman, 

_ Sidney Glassman, David Weintraub, Morton Sobeli, Bela Gold, Solomon 
Leshinsky, Ruth Rifkin, and many, many others —the media masters saw 
their whole system threatened.” (See “Why Did They Do It?” Attack!, No. 
30, Sept./Oct. 1974) 

Senator McCarthy tried heroically not to offend Jewish sensibilities. He 
never risked pin-pointing the Red pestilence by race. He tried to insure 
himself by staffing his office with Cohen and Shine. Nevertheless, collective 
Jewry hated him with a vindictive fury that can only come from a guilt 
complex — and which persists to this day. 

Without the slightest cause, they tried to impute anti-Semitism to him, the 
fatal arsenic to any man’s reputation. The Anti-Defamation League 
theatrically investigated his alleged anti-Semitism and with an air of 
hypocritical objectivity announced, after the damage had been done, that 
literally McCarthy was not an anti-Semite. But the Talmudists had got their 
crew of Pontius Pilates to destroy McCarthy in the Senate. The move was 
spearheaded by Senators Ralph E. Flanders of Vermont and Thomas E. Dodd 
of Connecticut. They succeeded, for in the short run Talmudists and the 
Devil nearly always win. But in the long run, Flanders and Dodd both 
eventually became victims of the same character- and career assassination 
they spearheaded for the Talmudists against McCarthy. 

Senator McCarthy became a slogan and a symbol — during the few years 
remaining to him and after. What his enemies screeched as a term of abuse, 
“McCarthyism,” assures McCarthy’s immortality beloved and respected by 
that larger portion of Americans whose respect once can treasure. Ralph de 
Toledano in Spies, Dupes, and Diplomats, (Arlington House, N.Y.,1967) 
writes: 

“But the very cry of McCarthyism’ did not lay the ghost. In the 1950 
election, Senator Tydings was driven from office, Other candidates who 
campaigned on the McCarthy issue, or with his help, were elected. Right 
or wrong, Joe McCarthy became a symbol to many Americans of the 
seemingly bopeless struggle to make the Administration cognizant of the 
enemy within.” (p.176) 

But the Administration was influenced rather by “the gutter assault of the 
anti-anti-Communist New York Post” and “the refined malice and studied 
libel of more ‘objective’ publications” and turned against McCarthy. On 
December 2, 1954, the Senate censured him and on May 2, 1957, he died, a 
young man, died a broken man, just one more casualty of the fight against 
communism which uses as a shield the Jews, who in turn shield themselves 
behind the bogey of anti-Semitism. 


CHAPTER XXI 
ANTI-COMMUNISTS VILIFIED TO DEATH 


Somehow every dedicated anti-Communist in America since Roosevelt’s 
time has been destroyed. Frank Getlein, in the Washington Star (Oct. 11, 
1974), in his own side-swipe at anti-Communists, wrote: | 

“From Joe McCarthy to Richard Nixon there bas bardly been a 
prominent anti-Communist in the national government who hasn't 
ended up in the pockey or out of office for taking alittle on the side, or 

‘commingling’ — the word applied to the methods of Sen, Thomas Dodd 

— political funds and private funds, for knocking down a little bere, a 

little there. They were all on the take. Nixon merely systematized and 

raised the ante on what most big-time anti-Communists bad been doing 
for decades,” 

Getlein here testifies to the fact that every effective anti-Communist has 
somehow been destroyed, And his statement indicates that he was ruined on 
no valid charge at all, like Senator McCarthy, or on very doubtful ones and 
for insubstantial amounts that might fall in the twilight zone of political 
contributions rather than graft, 

What Getlein does not say is that everyone has been destroyed essentially 
by concerted, almost unanimous, vindictive and satanic Jewish character- and 
career assassination, by Jews who. either were Communists or just Talmudists, 
instinctively and venomously against any dedicated and capable 
anti-Communists. They all professed to be against Communism in Moscow, 
but protested spotlighting communism at home. That is the theme song of 
American Jews. Yet the tragic truth is that, first, the Communists here at 
home are the only ones we can do anything about without war-like threats; 
secondly, if it had not been for the Communist here at home, Soviet Russia 
never would have become a threat. Without the Red-Talmudic 
smear-terrorism, what Lindbergh and Herbert Hoover called for, U.S. 
Neutrality, while Hitler and Stalin fight it out, would have eliminated 
Communism as an international danger. And furthermore, unless and until we 
destroy Communist influence here at home, America cannot initiate and 
prosecute an effective anti-Communistic foreign policy. And the one reason 
Communistic influence at home has not been suppressed is that it cannot be 
done, as the case of Senator McCarthy proved, without agitating a hornet’s 
nest of Jews, For they and they alone, along with the media they control, are 
the mainspring of the pro-communistic American policy since the days of 
Roosevelt, the policy that among other things caused the Iron Curtain across 
Europe and the Berlin Wall, and consigned seven or more once free countries 
into Soviet-Russian slavery. 


CHAPTER XXII 
H.L. MENCKEN — 
NON-INTERVENTIONIST AND GREATEST. 
LEXICOGRAPHER 


Obviously the most waumatic events of this century have been World War I 
and If, For the Soviet-Russians and the Israeli, they were also the most 
catastrophic events. And what made them so catastrophic was America’s 
intervention, which converted European wars into world wars. Had as many 
Americans, especially politicians and journalists, recognized that in 1916 and 
in 1940, as I see it now, America could have remained neutral and helped 
negotiate a just peace, Instead, the government and the media had to whip up 
such a hatred for the Germans during both wars that instead of the just peace 
~ according to the Fourteen Points and the Atlantic Charter — America 
presided in the making of the cruel peace at Versailles andthe genocidic one at 
Potsdam. : 

We have seen that had the world listened to its greatest poets like Bernard 
Shaw and Ezra Pound, World War Ii could have been prevented. Happily 
America’s greatest Lexicographer who was also its most respected newspaper 
man, Henry Louis Mencken, the sage of Baltimore, also wanted to prevent 
Washington's lying the American people into the world wars — and was 
scorned for it, Mencken, the author of the monumental The American 
Language, two volumes, is also one of the greatest American newspaper men. 
From 1911 to 1940, he wrote a byline column for the Baltimore Sun,.He 
was universally acclaimed for his joumalistic honesty. But this very honesty 
forced him to denounce Wilson’s interventionism in World War I, and what is 
infinitely worse, Roosevelt's in World War I! Not to whoop it up for a 
crusade against the Third Reich was to the Talmudists as anti-Semitic as 
Hitler’s Mein Kampf! d 

The American Mercury in a review of Theodore Lippman’s A Gang of 
Pecksniffs, selections from Mencken (Arlington House, 1975,206 pages, 
$8.95) comments: ; 

“With the rise of Hitler in Germany Mencken perceived he was in for 

the same sort of troubles be bad experienced during World War 1, 

professionally and personally, [Theo.] Lippman states that although 

Mencken never became pro-Hitler bimself, be felt that Germany's 

policies for the most part were legitimate and sound, In addition to 

charges of anti-Americanism, Mencken was the target of charges be was 
anti-Semitic. Never anti-Semitic except in the sense that be was 
anti-everything — anti-Protestant, anti-Catholic, anti-Jewish, and, most 
of all, anti-bigotry — Mencken sometimes reacted to these charges with 

bitter denunciations of ‘professional Jews,’ ”’ (Mercury, Winter 1975, p. 

63 

Naas experience is typical of what happens to an honest writer: he will 
at some point make a criticism of Jews. When he does so about Protestants, 
or Catholics, or any one else properly civilized, those criticized will 
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objectively admit or refute the criticism, but not the Jews. They will scream 
“Anti-Semitism,” and start boycotting his writings. And when the writer 
starts defending himself against the charge, they shout triumphantly, “See, 
there you have it! An Anti-Semite, See what he writes against us poor 
persecuted Jews,” 


CHAPTER XXIII 
WESTBROOK PEGLER — 
DESTROYED WHEN HE TURNED RIGHT 


“Any government,” I once noted in my diary (May 28, 1972), “‘that does 
not have trouble with Jews is not a good government. Such a government 
does not properly protect its citizens against sharp business practices nor 
against pornography, nor prostitution, nor sacrilege.” 

One can add that any journalist, if he is both honest and and courageous, 
will sooner or later run afoul of the Talmudists and be accused of 
antiSemitism. Westbrook Pegler is a good example of this. When Pegler died, 
in July 1969, James Jackson Kilpatrick called him “the last of the great 
newspaper writers. At his best, Peg ranked with Henry Mencken as a stylist. 
He had none of Mencken’s erudition, but he gloried in the same shellelagh 
and bungstarter brawls...Nothing about Pegler was small.” Further, 
Kilpatrick writes, 

“When he swore, he swore in manly oaths, but he shunned obscenity and 
smut. He never wrote an off-color line.” (Human Events, July 12, 1969) 

Now, if my introductory statement is valid, Pegler would sooner or later 
run afoul of the Talmudists, And sure enough he did, Kilpatrick remarks, “It was 
said that in his final years he turned to anti-Semitism, but he denied it and 
the charge was too selective anyhow.” Of course, he denied it, and he was not 
anti-Semitic, but a journalist who is not pornographic and who is honest, even 
about Jews, will feel the conventional Talmudic smear-terrorism, 

Westbrook Pegler was long an idol of the Jews, He was an interventionist, 
who helped grease the way for Roosevelt to lie us into the war, just as 
Dorothy Thompson did. But like her, he saw the Morgenthauists in action, 
their tactics to inflict a genocidic peace on the Christian German people, he 
began to speak up for truth and justice.* 


From Idol, Pegler Demoted to “Anti-Semite”! 

Pegler furnishes a good illustration of the sensitiveness of Jews to any and 
all criticism and their insistence on undeviating support of their interests, no 
matter how unethical. And if they meet with any reservation, they will band 
together to inflict character- and career assassination on even their formerly 
most idolized supporter. This is what happened to Westbrook Pegler, as soon 
as he began to make noises in favor of truth and justice for the defeated 
Germans and against the harsh-peace Apostles over here. 

Their emerging smear campaign against him so upset Pegler that he wrote a 


*In 1950 (Oct. 27, Times-Herald, D.C.) he devoted his syndicated column, “Fair 
enough,” essentially to defend my pamphlet, “Ravishing the Women of Conquered 
Europe” (Boniface Press, 15 cents, 1946) against the malice of the Jewish-Communistic 
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whole column, citing his “Support of Jewry in Reply to Propaganda” (King 
Feature, 1949, n.d.). In it he enumerates his vicious attacks on Germans and 
National Socialists down through the years, and then complains: _ 

“1 am veviewing these facts, which do not do full justice to the record, 
because there is now in circulation a propoganda charging me with 
anti-Semitism on the ground that I have criticized, factually and on 
matters of principle, a few professional union bosses who happen to be 
Jews. [have examined the works, misdeeds and political abuses of many 
other unioneers who are not Jews, with never a suggestion that Iam 
anti-Catholic, anti-Protestant, or anti-Christian.” 

The ‘“‘smearing with a false and vicious charge of anti-Semitism” Pegler 
complains of is terroristic. And somehow it must come to @ stop. 
Commenting on and criticising Jews must come to be judged by the same 
objective standards of truth and justice as the criticism of Christians and 
Gentiles. Jews must learn that they are no more immune to criticism than 
anyone else and when criticized they must either put up — refute honestly — 
or shut up! 

CHAPTER XXIV 
DOROTHY THOMPSON — 
FELL FROM GRACE ON TRUTH ABOUT PALESTINE 


Dorothy Thompson is an even more glaring example than Pegler of the 
Talmudic vice of equating any criticism of things Jewish with anti-Semitism 
and resorting to “character-assassination and career-assassination.” 

With this phrase Dorothy Thompson pinpointed the Talmudic strategy of 
destroying anyone who has displeased the Scribes and Pharaisees. And that 
without any regard to whether the victim was wright or wrong. To 
Talmudists, anything critical of Jews is a vilification, is a libel and a slander. 
Dorothy Thompson learned that the hard way. 

Dorothy Thompson from 1939 to 1941 was a passionate interventionist. 
She considered it to be America’s Manifest Destiny to destroy the Third 
Reich at any price, even to aligning itself with the most atheistic barbarism of 
all time, Soviet Russia. While she fulminated against Germany and Hitler, she 
was of course the darling of liberals and Jews. The Jewish New York Post, 
one of the most genocidically Germanophobic papers in the U.S., syndicated 
her column ‘“‘On the Record” to over 300 newspapers. 

Ironically it was Dorothy Thompson who provoked my first circular letter, 
dated September 15, 1941 (printed in Morgenthau Era Letters, 1966, 
Boniface Press, $2.00, pp.2-3). On the one hand she insisted Germany had to 
be destroyed because it denied freedom of speech. On the other hand she 
deplored that “Mr. Lindbergh can continue to talk what would be, were war 
declared, high treason.” Therefore, she wanted to get into the war fast so that 
Lindbergh could be denied his freedom of speech! 1 wrote her that 1 was 
shocked and questioned her sincerity. 

“Society for the Prevention of World War Ill.” Pegler wrote, “DOCTOR APP’S writing 


which caused the explosion was a protest against the ravishment of German, Austrian, 
and Hungarian women by the conquering armies.” 
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Miss Thompson Turns from Vengeance to Justice 

Of course she never replied. Interventionists who like her were in collusion 
with Jews were too demented for logic and too nasty for honor. At that time 
I could not have conceived that a day might come when Dorothy Thompson 
might be inspired to so much sense of justice towards the German people as 
not only to put me on her side — but also to call down upon her the same 
wrath and smear of anti-Semitism she had once called down on Lindbergh. 
Since that time i have made it a point to withhold final judgement from even 
the greatest bitches and S.O.Bs until after they are dead and have securely 
been lodged in hell, eg. Roosevelt, Morgenthau, Walter Winchell, Drew 
Pearson, Rex Stout, Harry Dexter White, Ilya Ehrenburg, Stalin, Ben Hecht, 
and others too numerous to mention, 

But Dorothy Thompson is not among that long list of hypocrites and war 
criminals who by Dante’s standards belong in his Inferno, And because of 
what conversion happened eventually to her, I refrain from consigning to 
Dante’s Inferno Simon Wiesenthal and Robert Kempner, who keep snooping 
about for Germans they can blackmail some judge into hanging. After all, if 
the Spirit could knock Saul off his horse and have him wake up the 
conciliatory Christian Saint Paul, he could do it to Wiesenthal and Kempner, 
too, although to do it to them would require double of what it took to 
convert Saul to Paul. And for the same reason I withhold final judgement on 
Theodore N. Kaufman (Germany Musi Perish — by castration); and Louis 
Nizer (What to Do With Germany — the German people, not leaders only, 
“must be taken into ‘protective custody’ ”, i.e, concentration camps!); and 
William Shirer (The Rise and Fall of the Third Reich — the whole German 
race, historically and presently, is evil and guilty). If the Spirit could convert 
a Saul, and transform a Germanophobic Dorothy Thompsoninto someone 
who urges a minimum of justice for Germans and Palestinians, why then, the 
Spirit also might before their demise infuse some decency into the 
Germanophobic barbarians just named. 


Dorothy Thompson Opposes the Morgenthau Plan 

Dorothy Thompson, it seems, had supposed that though the Rooseveltians 
— and Jewry — lied the American people into the war, they had not lied when 
they promised an Atlantic Charter peace, including “no territorial changes 


that do not accord with the freely expressed wishes of the peoples 
concerned.” 


When therefore news leaked out that at the Quebec Conference, September 
11-16, 1944, Roosevelt and Churchill had endorsed Henry Morgenthau’s plan 
for amputating, dismembering, de-industrializing Germany and converting 
what was left into farmland deprived of machinery — with the obvious intent 
of implementing Theodore N. Kaufman, Nizer, Ben Hecht, and Rex Stout, to 
starve the German people out of existence, Dorothy was shocked. Even for 
her such a genocidic treatment of the Germans was too much; some residual 
Christianity in her came to life. And it proved her ruin! 

She began circumspectly to suggest that vengeance is the Lord’s, not the 
peacemakers’, not even if they were Morgenthaus, Baruchs, and Harry Dexter 
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Whites. She urged distinguishing between Hitler and the German people, and 
thereby offended Jewish publicists like Nizer and Shirer and Winchell; she 
hinted that it should not be a question of a harsh or a soft peace but of a just 
one. This affected the brood of Morgenthauists as did Christ’s' driving the 
moneychangers from the temple! 


A Visit to Palestine Proved Fatal Journalistically 

And then her integrity trapped her into another breach of expediency, as it 
did General George Brown last November 1974. She started out as an ardent 
Zionist; she wrote of the Arabian world “as an empty and neglected 
world...an impoverished world...because it is backward.” (See Marion K. 
Sanders, Dorothy Thompson: A Legend in Her Time, Boston, 1973, p. 322). 
But then, in 1945 she visited Palestine, and on her return began voicing 
“concern for the Arab refugees and dismay at the tactics of the Jewish 
terrorists” (Sanders, p. 322). 

Whereupon, according to Middle East Perspective, April, 1974, edited by 
the non-Zionist Jew Dr. Alfred M. Lilienthal (850 Seventh Ave., N.Y., 
10019), 

“Miss Thompson...devoted her energies to relieving the plight of the 
Palestinian Arab refugees. A bitter campaign of character assassination 
was waged against ber, even to the point of attributing ber new 
viewpoint to the influence of ber ‘anti-Semitic’ husband, a highly 
respected Czech sculptor, the late Maxim Kopf.” 

Here now, the same Dorothy Thompson who had wanted to have Charles 
Lindbergh deprived of his freedom of speech for having said that it was the 
Rooseveltians, and British, and Jews, who were tricking America into the war, 
now became the same victim of Jewish “character assassination and career 
assassination” Lindbergh had become. 


Crushed to Find Herself Called Anti-Semite! 

Her biographer, Marion K. Sanders, tells us: 

“For Dorothy, the bitterest blow was the discovery that Zionists 
equated criticism of their policies with anti-Semitism. ‘I refuse to 
become an anti-Semite by designation,’ she said, recalling not only her 
long record of benevolence to Jewish refugees, ber steadfast battle 
against Hitler, and, perbaps, the fact that she bad once been ridiculed for 
walking out of a dinner party where an anti-Semitic joke was told, with 
the comment, ‘I will not remain in the same house with traitors to the 
United States.‘ ” (Op.cit., p. 327) 

Talmudists, customarily, demand an undeviating and a totally uncritical 
adulation from their supporters. All of Dorothy Thompson’s frenzied 
championing of Jews in the past could not save her from being 
smear-terrorized as an anti-Semite once she turned critical of Jews on even 
the most justified point. That is how virtually all those traditionally smeared 
as anti-Semites, beginning with Gerald L.K. Smith, were created: they had the 
integrity and evenhandedness to treat Jews according to the same standards 
they applied to any other races or nationalities, and at once they suffered the 
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character- and career assassination, of which Dorothy Thompson complains, 
and were ever after labeled as “anti-Semites.” 

Miss Thompson wrote a pitiful letter, ‘On Creating Anti-Semites” for the 
Jewish Newsletter (quoted in Middle East Persepcetive, April, 1974): 

“Really, I think continual emphasis should be put upon the extreme 
damage to the Jewish community of branding people like myself as 
anti-Semitic..,ibey must tend to make anti-Semitism more respectable 
than it otherwise might be...if it is publicized that 1 am an anti-Semite, 
anti-Semitism becomes thereby a little bit more respectable,” 

But her protestations and pleadings with the tribe to whom Christ had said, 
“now you seek to kill me, a man who has spoken the truth to you”’ Gohn 
8:40), the tribe whom until 1945, she had obsequiously flattered and 
defended, proved ineffectual. 

Meyer Weisgal, her closest friend in the Zionist movement, testifies: 

“The attacks upon her became outrageous, She was accused, among 
other things of baving lined ber pockets with the fees of Zionist 
organizations. This stung ber deeply...She had taken nothing for 
berself.,,All monies accruing to ber from public lectures [to Zionist 
groups] went into a trust fund, which I controlled, for the 
German-Jewish refugees who came into her orbit.” (Quoted in Sanders, 
op.cit., p. 323) 

The career assassination against her was effective —-as in our time it has 
been against Senator Fulbright, former Attorney General Saxbe, Congressman 
John Rarick, and may at any moment be against General George $. Brown, 
and, with a little more difficulty, against John Cardinal Krol.* 


Her Column dropped, Career Assassination Accomplished 
On March 5, 1947, Dorothy Thompson, the one-time spearhead of the 
Jews in vilifying and ruining Germany, wrote pitifully: 

“The Post is dropping my column. It is a personal blow — for one 
thing financial, A full quarter of the income from my column comes 
from my New York outlet...1 am crushed at the thought that this 
campaign bas been instituted by ‘liberals,’ against a writer in a ‘liberal’ 
newspaper, whose intolerance of an opposing or differing view leads 
them to character-assassination, and career-assassination, It bas been 
boundless, going into my personal life.” (Quoted in Sanders, op. cit. p. 
326) ; 

It will be noted that even in her moment of ruin, she does not call those 
who ruined her, who smear-terrorized her, by the right name, as Gerald L. K. 


*Cardinal Krol of Philadelphia, past president of the U.S. Conference of Catholic 
Bishops, according to the Washington Star (Nov. 19, 1975) said that “American 
Catholics ‘are shortchanging our Jewish friends’ when they do not remind them that 
some Jewish organizations ‘exude hatred, resort to lies, distortions of fact and forms or 
sarcasm which’ can only be described as hateful’ in opposing parochial school aid.” 
Promptly Rabbi Marc Tannenbaum, director of the American Jewish Committee’s 
interreligious activities, said he “regretted the abominable statements” by Cardinal Krol. 
(Wash. Post, Nov. 27, 1975). Of course, what Cardinal Krol said in reference to aid to 
parochial schools, could even more aptly be said regarding unwholesome Jewish 
influence with respect to abortion, public prayer, pornography! 
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Smith would dare to do, but gives them the cover-up under the name 
“Jiberals,’’ — in quotation marks! 

Her biographer, M.K. Sanders, wrote that, Dorothy Thompson regarded 
“herself as the persecuted victim of a Zionist conspiracy” (op.cit.,'p.341), and 
felt increasingly nostalgic for the world of simple Christian values in which she 
had grown up” (p. 341). Her secretary, Virginia Shaw, said, “We are losing 
papers all the time [for her column]. But it was a matter of principle with 
Dorothy. She would’nt give in to pressure.” (Sanders, p.339). On August 2, 
1958, she said her farewell to “On the Record,” the column she had written 
three times a week for twenty-one years. Meyer Weisgal discussed with her 
that one of her “errors in judgement” had been “her turnabout on the 
question of Israel.” Weisgal urged her to repair the damage. She said she 
would think about it. Her biographer adds, 

“She did not live long enough to take any action that might mitigate 
the anger of those who never forgave her defection from the Israeli 
cause,” (Op.cit., p. 359) 

So did her erstwhile Jewish promoters assassinate her career, and she who 
once had agitated for a declaration of war so that Lindbergh could be 
deprived of his freedom of speech, went out with this final whimper: 

“If these cliques [Morgenthauists, fellow-travellers, radical Zionists] 
can exert enough pressures to get newspapers to drop writers, pretty 
soon we aren’t going to have any freedom of speech.” 

(Quoted from The Progressive, “The Fourth Estate,” March 17, 1947) 


CHAPTER XXV 
COL. CHARLES A. LINDBERGH — 
RIGHT — AND VILIFIED FOR IT 


Dorothy Thompson, who had foresworn herself most of her life 
championing Talmudists and so had become a celebrity, ruined it all in the 
end by becoming evenhanded in the Israeli-Arab quarrel. The case of Col. 
Lindbergh is far less complicated, but far more frightening. He was the son of 
one of the wisest and most honorable congressmen of the same name America 
ever had. “In 1927 Charles Lindbergh burst upon the national and world 
consciousness, the perfect meeting of man and moment,” so wrote the 
National Review, in “Charles A. Lindbergh, RIP”(September 13, 1974). 

The Lone Eagle “Lindy” until Sept. 11, 1941, was the most popular and 
inspiring hero America ever had, and beyond that he was a world hero. 

But “Lindy” was not only the country’s top flier, he also had a conscience 
for truth and justice. He realized in 1939 the Third Reich was perfectly 
justified in demanding self-determination for Danzig. Above all, he did not 
want Roosevelt to trick the American people into the second world war as 
Wilson had done in the first. He joined and became a major spokesman of the 
America First Committee, dedicated to keeping America neutral. Herbert 
Hoover, Joseph P. Kennedy, General Leonard Wood, Henry Ford, and 
Norman Thomas also were members. 
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Lindbergh Says Rooseveltians, British, and Jews Work for War 

Lindbergh turned out to be a charismatic speaker. On September 11, 1941, 
in Des Moines, Iowa, before a large stadium full of people, he dared to say 
what most needed to be said. He became specific. He said: 

“The three most important groups which are pressing this country 
toward war are the British, the Roosevelt Administration and the Jews. 
Instead of agitating for war, the Jewish group in this country, should be 
opposing it in every possible way...A few farsighted Jewish people 
vealize this and stand opposed to intervention. But the majority still do 
not, Their greatest danger to this country lies in their major ownership 
and influence in our motion pictures, our press, our vadio, and our 
government.” 

The large, mid-West, grassroots, patriotic American audience was 
electrified: “the entire audience,” he noted in his Journal, ‘‘seemed to stand 
and cheer.” 

But Herod, when he ordered all male babies under two to be massacred, 
did not get the abuse that from that time on the Talmudists heaped on 
Lindbergh! In his Journal of September 15, four days after the speech, he 
sadly records: 

“Jt seems that almost anything can be discussed in America today 
except the Jewish problem... The very mention of the word ‘Jew’ is cause 
for a storm.” : : 

Precisely what in the last two years General George S. Brown, former 
Attorney General William Saxbe, and the formerly all-powerful Senator 
Fulbright experienced. And before them Secretary of Defense James 
Forrestal! 

To the Jews from that day on, Lindbergh was an anti-Semite ~ and to the 
day of his death they carried on an inexorable campaign of 
character-assassination and career-assassination against him. Not that anyone 
of them, or anyone else, proved or tried to prove Lindbergh mistaken, When 
Herbert Hoover shortly after the Des Moines speech, discussed it with 
Lindbergh, Hoover said that of course what Lindbergh had said was true , but 
that it is fatal to have spoken a truth unfavorable to Jews! 


Reaction is Hating Lindbergh, Not Proving Him Wrong 

In reaction to the speech, the British were angry and made what lame 
efforts they could to show Lindbergh mistaken. The Rooseveltians were livid 
with rage and swore by all the gods that Lindbergh had the facts wrong. The 
Jews, however, did not in the least controvert Lindbergh, they simply 
screamed like Hyenas that Lindbergh was an anti-Semite! Therein lies a clue 
to why down through the ages the Jews suffer what they fraudulently call 
anti-Semitism. And from that day to the day of his death — and after, they 
orchestrated a campaign of character- and career-assassination against 
Lindbergh! 

Comelius Carl Veith, in Citadel of Chaos (Forum Publishing, Boston, 
1949) describes the smear-terror against Lindbergh: 

“The arguments and the accuracy of the famous flyer’s predictions 
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ave irrefutable, Therefore, a ‘Lindbergh Project’ was set up. Money was 
secured for material to use ‘in providing the background for countless 
mogazine articles, newspaper reports, radio and other public 
addresses...Briefly, a Lindbergh pampblet must follow,..And the 
pampblet must be followed up by letters, speakers, organizations,’ 

“The instrument for this purpose was the so-called Friends of 
Democracy, Their pamphlet was, ‘Is Lindbergh a Nazi?’ They published, 
for example, as a picture of Lindbergh giving the Nazi salute, what was 
in reality Lindbergh pledging allegiance to the flag of the United States 
of America — the very soul of American patriotism, As one writer 
rightly observed: ‘For sheer, cold-blooded, diabolical specifications and 
blueprints for the ruin if an American citizen this (Lindbergh Project) is 
a prize,’” (p. 18) 


Heroic Flier Loses Commission 

Lindbergh was pressured into resigning his commission as a colonel in the 
Army Air Corps Reserve before World War Il. After Pearl Harbor, Roosevelt, 
whose vindictive savagery would seem to argue some Talmudic ancestry in 
him, refused Lindbergh a new commission. Lindbergh then “went to the 
Pacific as a consultant for aircraft manufacturers...flew 50 combat missions in 
the Pacific theater and shot down at least one enemy fighter.” (U.S. News, 
Aug, 20, 1957). 

Later, President ‘Eisenhower made him a Brigadier General, but 
theTalmudists never forgave Lindbergh his honest but critical statement. 

As late as 1970, according to the Wall Street Journal (Oct.12, 1970), when 
The Wartime Journals of Charles A. Lindbergh were published (Harcourt 
Brace Jovanovich, 1970, 1038), 

“The American Jewish Committee waging an old battle, bas sent out a 
harsh memo on Lindbergh to belp reviewer not make up their own 
minds, It is a fruitless bitterness,” 

Of course it is a fruitless Jewish bitterness, the old Talmudic vengefulness, 
the vindictive resentment of all criticism no matter how justified or how 
tactfully worded. It is also a cause of what Jews in all ages and climes have 
lamented as “anti-Semitism.” There are certainly a great many honorable and 
honest and hardworking Jews in the world who may honestly be puzzled as 
to why Jews are everywhere socially under a cloud. Jews have power, Jews 
are feared, but Jews are not desired in the best clubs and need bribery to get 
into the best society. The defeated Germans, vilified and slandered by the 
Jewish media, have nevertheless been more welcome in Allied drawingrooms 
than Jews! 

One can understand why honorable Jews might be perplexed. However, if 
they are courageously honest, the experience of Dorothy Thompson and 
Charles Lindbergh will give them the clue. When other nationalities or 
denominations experience a criticism, they honorably face up to it and either 
refute it or apologize for it. But not the Jews. They make no effort to 
evaluate the criticism. They paranoically mount a wave of character- and 
career-assassination at the unfortunate critic. They call him an anti-Semite, 
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.and get him socially ostracised among his own. There lies the root of what is 


fraudulently called “anti-Semitism,” the phoney bogey that makes 
sycophants, flatterers, and prostitutes-for-Jews out of so many of our writers, 
teachers, and above all our politicians. 


CHAPTER XXVI 
EX-ATTORNEY GENERAL WILLIAM B, SAXBE 


One who with no ill will cailed the smear-terror down on himself was the 
former Attorney General William Saxbe. On April 3, 1974, at an informal 
press: conference, casually it appears, he remarked that the appeal of 
communism among intellectuals has waned since the late 1940s and 1950s. 
Then he added, “The jewish intellectual...was in those days very enamored of 
the Communist Party.” This simple, low-key comment, which needed no 
Rosenbergs to justify it, created a storm. The Washington Pest (April 6, 
1974) reported, ‘‘Anti-Semitic Tone Charged—Saxbe Comments Attacked,” 
The head of the American Jewish Congress, Howard M. Squadron, 
“demanded that Saxbe resign or be fired by President Nixon.” Demands that 
Saxbe retract or resign 

“began to pour in, Among those beard from were Sen. Jacob Javits, 

Rep. Robert F, Drinan, and officials of the American Jewish Committee, 

the American Jewish Congress, the National Council. of Churches, the 

United Methodist Board for Church and Society, the Union of American 

Hebrew Congregations, and Jewish War Veterans and the B'nai B'rith 

Anti-Defamation League.” 

On the very next day Saxbe tried to appease anti-anti-Semites by saying 
that he had long believed “there was a great deal of anti-Semitism in the 
Communist witchhunts of the later ’40s and early 50s” But it did not help 
him, The awful part of it is that what Saxbe said was, first of all, a universally 
recognized truth, in fact in the whole controversy nobody, not even the 
gentile prostitutes who rushed to the cover-up for the Jews, seriously tried to 
refute the validity of Saxbe’s comment; secondly, Saxbe had spoken it 
casually, informally, without a trace of acrimony or what the Jews like to call 
“hatred.” 


How Politicians Become Pontius Pilates 

Anybody who pretends to be for freedom of speech but wants an Attorney 
General fired who says something as factual and as innocuous and as softly as 
Saxbe said Jewish Intellectuals had an affinity for communism some decades 
back is a hypocrite and a liar, This sort of Jewish pressure, wrote Dorothy 
Thompson, makes people ‘“‘craven and mealy-mouthed” and yielding to it fills 
one “with self-contempt and this self-contempt works itself out in 
resentment of those who caused it.” (See Middle East Perspective, April, 
1974, p.4). And it makes cowards of our public officials, more properly, it 
debases them to Harlots for Israel. The Quakers drafted a letter, “ultimately 
changed but achieving some circulation,” in which occurs this sentence: 

“it is nonetheless disturbing to have Congressmen complain privately 


= 53— 


that they have signed: public statements giving unqualified endorsement 

for Israel, even though they do not believe in those statements...simply 

because they are intimidated by Jewish pressure groups.” (See Middle 

East Perspective, April, 1974, p.6) , 

The gentle Quakers went on to suggest, “In this situation are clear 
dangers of an anti-Semitic backlash.” 


Terror Tactics Counterproductive 

If history is any guide, then the smear-terror tactics of the Talmudists will 
not only provoke a backlash but something worse. The smear-terror 
repression of free speech and press in matters of Jews and Israel is intolerable, , 
tt has already demoralized, as Senator J. William Fulbright to his grief dared 
to say, seventy-six of our senators to what Dorothy Thompson would 
describe as‘‘craven and mealy-mouthed” rubber stamps of Zionism, The Jewish 
pressure tactics must be stopped, or they will not only provoke a backlash, 
they might, heaven forbid, provoke here what they have in the past 
eventually precipitated in every one of the other most civilized countries, the 
expulsion of the Jews. A Christian country does not have the right to let itself 
be de-christianized. It may not tolerate that an anti-Christian minority under 
the cover of the bogey of anti-Semitism, sabotage any effective repression of 
pornography, prostitution, perversion, abortion, and subversion. And 
America may not let its politicians because of their fear of Jewish blackmail 
trap us into a war for Israel against the Arabs (who have never harmed us), 
the way, as Lindbergh complained, the Jews and Roosevelt lendleased us into 
World War II against Christian Germany, which also had never done us any 


harm! 


Saxbe Against Shedding Blood for Israel 

On that matter, Saxbe, in February, 1973, while still a senator, had said to 
newsmen “that he opposed linking U.S.-Soviet trade policy to Soviet Jewish 
emigration and added: 

“If Zionist Jews believe that we are going to fight to the last drop of 
the farmer’s blood, then I'm not going to be part of it.” Saxbe later 
apologized for that remark. (Wash. Post,Ibid., April 6, 1974). 

Here, too, Saxbe was both genuinely American and commonsensical. But 
the truth did not save him, In fact the truth of any statement critical of Jews 
only seems to arouse the vindictiveness of the Talmudists all the more. They 
seem bent on proving that Christ when he accused the Talmudists of being 
like their father the Devil, who was a liar from the beginning, continues to be 
right. In all seriousness and sincerity one has to tell Jews, if they want to 
escape the backlash of which Dorothy Thompson speaks, they must train 
themselves to meet-every criticisms the way other civilized people do: first, 
test it whether it be valid and true, or not; secondly, if false, then logically 
and factually refute it; if valid and true, acknowledge this and try to amend, 
This is the indispensable remedy for so-called anti-Semitism. 

In the case of Saxbe not even a pretext was made to prove him mistaken 
that Jewish intellectuals were “in those days very enamored of: the 
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Communist Party.” And they more than demonst i 
smear-terroristic clout. Within a few months, on Doaahee ae 
handed in his resignation. And to add insult to injury, or better to fates : 
that nobody missed the point of his resignation, another Jew was add at 
the long list of Jews in administrative positions in the government; Edward 
Levy, became the new Attorney General. The American people are Feral 
wasn’t Abe Fortas! Saxbe was quarantined to an ambassadorship in india! 


CHAPTER XXVII 
GENERAL GEORGE §S, PATTON JR. 
DEMOTED FOR BEING FAIR 


History records few martyrs for justi 
politician proves himself oe he apie eons iad "St. Thomes 
More is the only example that comes to mind. One reflects somewhat ‘aaty 
that by and large more military men, more generals, heroically cham one 
truth and justice than politicians. Had Pontius Pilate been a Ronan Gensel 
instead of what he was, he would more probably rather than wash his hands 
have ordered a Roman Legion to drive off the rabble that cried, “His blood b 
upon us and upon our children,” : 

The record of American generals is also a good deal nobler than that of our 
politicians, especially if we were to think of Joe McCarthy as a marine rather 
than a Senator! How many of our politicians have been as heroic in the right 


as General Grant, Col. Lindbergh, General Douglas MacArthur, General . 


Edwin A, Walker — and General George S. Patton 

American general who had enough onc and SereniaDe feel Bike 
America’s ; Crusade in Europe” should not end by betraying half of Europe 
into Soviet-Russian atheism and tyranny. And he seemed to have a kind of 
charisma. If one were to take a poll of the greatest generals of World War II. 
the top three would almost certainly be Rommel, MacArthur, and Patton. , 


Two Reasons Why Talmudists Disliked Patton 

World Jewry disliked all three, but it particularly hated the most honest 
and outspoken of the three, They did indeedhate Patton — and got him 
removed, if not killed. First, Patton had begged Eisenhower, in order to save 
the heart of Europe from Soviet-Russia, to order American troops to capture 
een and Prague, if not also Vienna and Budapest. This infuriated the likes 
a imines — and the Soviet Russians still occupy Berlin and Prague 

Secondly, Patton had slapped what appeared to be an obvious malingerer. 
Mencken in his American Language (Il, p. 618) recorded that the 
Quartermaster’s Department has been called the Jewish cavalry, an obvious 
allusion to the tendency of Jews to evade combat duty deviously and 
cleverly. Time Magazine (Feb. 9, 1970) reports: 

“In a field hospital, the general strikes a battle-fatigued G.I. The 
shock waves of the slap reverberated back to America, where 
Congressmen shrill for the general's command.” , 
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Is it conceivable that shock waves would be created if Patton had slapped a 
G.1. from Milwaukee with a name something like Heinz Sauerkraut? This slap 
is only imaginable if the slapped G.I. had a name something like Rosenberg. 
Indeed, according to the more than ordinarily courageous but also accurate 
Thunderbolt (Marietta, Ga., April 1970), 

“A young Jew lay in a bed, General Patton was inspecting the hospital 
and asked about his case. He decided it was a faked injury, and 
reprimanded the Jew, slapped bim and called him a ‘coward and slacker.’ 

“This news got back to the Jews in America, Drew Pearson, a full 
time hatchet man for B’nai B’rith’s Anti-Defamation League, carried on 
an endless campaign for Gen. Patton’s removal...” 

Incidentally, it seems to have been Justice Felix Frankfurter, who created 
the original publicity for the slapping incident! 


‘The Third and Fatal Reason for Hating Patton 

The third episode, which the Talmudists and Communists considered an 
ultimate and unforgivable affront to them, occured during a press conference, 
on September 22, 1945, at the headquarters of the Third Army in Bad Toelz, 
Germany, After the Unconditional Surrender, the Third Army was in charge 
of administering Bavaria, Towards the end of the press conference, 

" antagonistic reporters “asked why Nazis were being retained in office in 

Bavaria.” Spearheaded by one Vic Bernstein of the Morgenthauistic “PM”, 
Jews and Communists in Bavaria were determined, on the pretext of 
eliminating Nazis from public life, to implement the Morgenthau Plan for the 
starvation of the German people and for the creation of chaos which would 
eventually deliver Bavaria into Soviet-Russian hands. Middle and East 
Germany had already been so betrayed to the Red tyranny. In one issue of 
“pyr’, for example, “Bernstein had written that the USSR’s demands 
correspond most exactly to Europe’s needs” (See The Herald of Freedom, 
Box 3, Zarapath, N.J. “Communist Propaganda,” March 28, 1975, for a good 
account of the Jewish-Red pressure in occupied West Germany). 

poe Patton, probably not suspecting the treachery of the question, 
said: 

“I despise and abbor Nazis and Hitlerism as much as anyone...In 
supervising the functioning of the Bavarian government, which is my 
mission...more than half the German people were Nazis and we would be 
in a bell of a fix if we removed all Nazy party members from office, The 
way I see it, this Nazi question is very much like a Democratic and 
Republican election fight.” 

(Quoted from ‘The Inside Story of General Patton’s Last Days in the 
U.S. Army,” Congressional Record,, June 30, 1971) 

Col. Robert S. Allen, the author of the article in the Congressional Record, 
explains: 

“Patton’s explanation was entirely reasonable and realistic...His 
indiscreet candor [“comparing the Nazi bold-overs...to Democratic and 
Republican politicians”’], largely taken out of context, was flashed to 
the United States in sensational radio and press bulletins,... Broadcast 
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commentators fulminated, editorials declaimed indignantly...” (Congr. 
Record, op. cit.). 


Patton’s Being Right Only Made It Worse 

And the inspiration of this career-assassinating fulmination was Jewish, 
tinged with Red. On September 24, “PM’’ came ‘tout with the headlines: 
“General Patton Should be Fired,’ with an editorial written by Bemstein for 
the editors of ‘PM.’ ” Eisenhower, alwaysa Pontius Pilate for the Talmudists, 
called Patton down, and on October 5, ousted him brusquely from Command 
of the Third Army. Richard A. Yaffe, in an article in “PM’’ with an insert of 
its previous advice, that ‘‘General Patton Should Be Fired,” “proudly 
announces that Patton has been relegated to the 15th Army, a ‘paper’ army 
near Remagen” (Herald of Freedom, March 28, 1975), By December 9, 1945, 
our most honest and exceptional general of World War I was dead, 2 2% ton 
truck had run into the sedan in which he was riding! 

His “Firing” and the accident that killed him — if it was an accident — was 
another tremendous victory for the Jewish-Communistic clique that wanted 
the German race exterminated by castration (Kaufman) and starvation 
(Morgenthau), another of a longline of victories won against 
anti-Communists and just-peace advocates by the satanic rabble who whimper 
about anti-Semitism when any of their victims tries to defend himself! 


CHAPTER XXVIII 
EX-SENATOR J. WILLIAM FULBRIGHT — 
HE WAS NOT A PONTIUS PILATE 


Honest and forthrite General Patton was a military casualty of Jewish plus 
Communist career assassination. So was General Edwin A, Walker, also 
somewhat like General Patton for wanting justice for the vanquished 
Germans and an end to the appeasement and sly glorification of Communism 
and Soviet-Russia. So was General Douglas MacArthur, a victim of essentially 
Jewish sniping for fighting for victory in Korea, the kind of victory Henry 
Kissinger from the beginning allowed no general to attempt in Vietnam! 

If we overlook the world-shaking expulsion from power of Vice President 
Spiro Agnew and President Richard Nixon, both tremendous Jewish victories 
but still too recent and raw to admit of objective judgement, the most 
fearful Talmudic political victory recently has been that over former Senator 
J. William Fulbright. The Herald of Freedom, (March 14, 1975) declares: 

“Senator J,William Fulbright and Congressman Jobn R. Rarick lost 
their seats in Congress in the last election because they dared to 
advocate a Middle East policy based on the United States’ national 
interests and criticized the Zionist lobby,” '. 

Because former Congressman Rarick, currently a Lecturer for Liberty 
Lobby, is still a relatively young man, but also because he is one of the most 
gifted and knowledgable men the Congress had in decades, he can be 
expected to re-establish himself politically soon enough. For this reason I do 
no more than mention the price he paid for the courage and honesty to be truly 


even-handed about the Middle-East. Senator James L. Buckley is supposed to 
have said, “Among many Jews, if you aren't 100 percent behind their 
position, you are anti-Semitic.” And if, as in the case of John Rarick, anyone 
is also a proponent of truth and justice for the German people, whom the 
Morgenthauists had blueprinted for extermination, he might as well be John 
the Baptist after he recognized the Messiah! 


Fulbright Deplores Pontius Pilates in the Senate 

But Senator Fulbright is a Jewish political casualty of staggering and final 
proportions. For decades he was the pet bulldog of those who hated 
anti-communists like Senator McCarthy and Father Charles Coughlin; he was 
the powerful chairman of the Senate Committee on Foreign Affairs, and Jews 
and Communists had many occasions to be edified by his leftist decisions; he 
was, for example, a leading critic of the Vietnam War. Then, as if like Saul he 
had been knocked from his horse py a divine truthbomb, Fulbright on April 
15, 1973, on CBS, in the program “Face the Nation,” declared: 

“The Senate is subservient [to Zionists]...We should be more 
concerned about the United States’ interest, rather than doing the 
bidding of Israel... The great majority of the Senate of the United States 
— somewhere around 80% — ave completely in support of Israel, 
Anything Israel wants, Israel gets,’” . 

If an atom bomb, surreptitiously made by the “Nazis” in Argentina,. had 
suddenly been dropped on Tel Aviv it could not have created more of a shock 
among Zionists in New York and Washington. There was manifest almost a 
tearful hope that the once-pro-Jewish Fulbright would retract. When on 
“Face the Nation” (Oct. 7, 1973) he was asked to retract his assertion that 
“the Israelis control the policy of the Congress,” he added insult to injury by 
reiterating: ‘‘I have witnessed that. I can speak from my own experience in 
the Senate... The charge is a fact of life.” But the one thing Jews have never 
understood is that truth is not prejudice, and facts are not hate. 


Fulbright Called Hatemonger For Having Said the Truth. 

The Jewish Press (Oct. 23, 1970) editorialized, ‘We're inclined to believe 
Senator Fulbright is simply planting seeds of hate in a nation that was 
founded on the mutual respect of one man for another.” Even Prime Minister 
Golda Meir (April 16, 1973) got into the act and asked angrily, “Can you 
remember when Sen. Fulbright has said anything positive about Israel?” 

The customary campaign of career assassination, of which Dorothy 
Thompson complained, was soon in full offensive against Fulbright. The smear 
against Fulbright even extended into accusing his ancestry of being ethnically 
German. One M. Hirsch Goldberg of Baltimore, in The Times of Israel 
Qanuary, 1974) attributes the “odor of anti-Semitism” to Fulbright, and 
then zeros in on Fulbright’s ethnicity: 

“The family name is really not Fulbright. It was originally Vulbrecht, 

a German name. His father, Jay Fulbright, was, according to one 

biographer, ‘a farmer and businessman of German ancestry’ who came to 

Arkansas in 1906 — a year after the birth of William...’ (‘Senator 
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Fulbright Smeared,” The Thunderbolt, March, 1974). 


The Smear Terror Defeats Fulbright 

Until Fulbright hurled his packet of truth, his defeat in an election in 
Arkansas seemed unthinkable. Yet the Washington Observer as early as April 
1, 1974 predicted his defeat and on October i, 1974, predicted: 

“Fulbright’s fate was sealed when be made the mistake of publicly 
stating the truth that Israel controls Congress. Wealthy Jews pumped 
money into the Arkansas primary to defeat Fulbright...” 

The Washington Post carried an item headlined: “Soviets: Zionists Beat 
Fulbright’ (June 8, 1974). Some quotes from it are: 

“Moscow, June 7 — A Soviet newspaper today blamed the primary 
defeat of Senator J, William Fulbright (D-Ark.) on Zionists... Tbe 
newspaper ‘Abroad’ (Za Rubezhom) said Zionists paid millions of 
dollars to organize bostile campaigns... This money plus the machinations 
of the Democratic National Chairman Robert Strauss, who is Jewish, 
were responsible for Fulbright’s defeat, the paper said.”’ * 


Another paragraph reads as follows: 

“While ‘Strauss’ people’ organized ‘public opinion’ in Arkansas against 
Fulbright, the paper said, ‘the Zionist organizations persecuted the 
Senator on the pages of important newspapers,’ ”’ 

In short, long one of the most powerful men in the senate, Senator 
Fulbright, after one criticism of Israel, a criticism everyone admits as valid 
and long overdue, was ruthlessly smeared and beaten at the polls ~ and wiped 
from the American political scene. 

Such is the Jewish clout in the land of the free and the home of the brave! 


CHAPTER XXIX 
GENERAL GEORGE S. BROWN — 
ABUSED FOR ONE PARAGRAPH OF TRUTH 


The American public was still trembling from the echo of Fulbright's 
outrageously honest criticism of the Senate’s enslavement to Israel, when it 
was convulsed by a report delayed over a month to the effect that the 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, a general no less than Patton and 
MacArthur, had echoed the very sentiments of this “execrable” Fulbright 
whom the Zionists had just got banished to the fogs of London! On 
November 13, 1974, the papers reported that on October 10, at Duke 
University, Durham, North Carolina, General George S. Brown had said that, 
if due to Zionist influence, people will experience another oil embargo, they 

“may get toughminded enough to set down the Jewish influence in 
this country and break that lobby. It’s so strong you wouldn't believe 
now, We have the Israelis coming to us for equipment... They say, ‘Don’t 
worry about the Congress. We'll take care of the Congress.’ Now this is 
somebody from another country, but they can do it. They own, you 
know, the banks in this country, the newspapers, you just look at where 
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the Jewish money is in this country.” (Quoted from “Jewish Influence 

Suggested,” Washington Post, Nov. 13, 1974), 

General Brown had said this casually, off the cuff, in a question and answer 
period, just as General Patton had made his remark about National Socialists 
being politicians like the Democrats. Nevertheless, General Brown’s comment 
provoked lamentation and excoriation and condemnation that could not have 
been much worse if Hitler had come back to life in person and forthwith had 
announced what he never did say from 1933 to 1945, nor tried to do, 
namely, that the “Final Solution” for Jews was what Morgenthau plotted for 
the German people, extermination! 


General Brown Highly Respected — and Efficient 

As in the cases noted above — Lindbergh, Richard Wagner, Martin Luther, 
T.S. Eliot, Henry Ford, etc., — the persons who run afoul of the Talmudists, 
tend to be especially distinguished and honorable. According to the 
Washington Post (Nov. 12, 1974), . 

“Brown’s references to Jews have caused some hand-wringing and 
anguish... The general, a. World War If bomber pilot...is highly regarded 
within military and Defense Department circles where there is concern 
that bis remarks will hurt bim.,.Brown, as one of the Navy’s top 
commanders put it yesterday, ‘certainly is no anti-Semite,’” 

But of course General Brown is no anti-Semite! He only told the truth at a 
moment when the truth was most needed. But so did Lindbergh; and 
Fulbright; and, we shall see, Forrestal, And for doing so they were smeared as 
anti-Semites, and destroyed. How long will Christian Americans tolerate 

_ letting its most honorable leaders for telling the necessary truth be destroyed 
by a miserable minority wallowing around in the Talmud antiquated by two 
thousand years, 

President Ford in terror of the truth that offended the Talmudists, within 
hours gave General Brown a dressing down — and ordered him to apologize. 
This General Brown did, I hope a report is true that he concluded his apology 
with the double-edge sentence: 

“One final word — in the light of those offending remarks — in three 
wars I have been shot at in an effort to serve and protect freedom of 
veligion and freedom of speech,” (Quoted from The Thunderbolt, Feb. 

1, 1975) 


Talmudists In Fury Demand Brown's Removal 

As was to be expected, in spite of General Brown’s prompt and abject 
apology, Jews and their stooges threw bilge on Brown and asked for his 
resignation or firing. The Jewish Week (Washington, Nov. 28,1974) 
billingsgated: 

“\uisa’t Gen, George S, Brown, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 

a snarling dog who needs to be bouse-broken before being allowed inside 

such a sanitary building as the Pentagon?...Along with being indecent 

and obnoxious, he is just about as pitiful as any wretch could be.,.Hitler 

did manage to be a mad dog and whopper of a military blunderer all at 
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sine 


once, Brown, of course, is.no Hitler, Brown is just a Sieg-Heiler.”” 
Here is a sample of the foaming-at-the-mouth vindictiveness which Martin 
Luther deplored in Jews! General Brown, for factually warning against undue 
Jewish influence on Congres, is called a ‘“‘snarling dog,” an ‘indecent and 
obnoxious” wretch, and virtually equated with Hitler! Americans who still 
blindly accept as truth Jewish caricatures of Hitler and lurid descriptions of 
“death camps,” and elaborations on ‘“‘gassing” and a holocaust of six million 
ought to reflect: If Jewish propagandists can make a “‘mad dog” out of 
General Brown for one simple criticism of Israel, then how much reliability 
can be placed into their making a monster out of Hitler! When Martin Luther 
entitled his essay “The Jews and Their Lies” he hit the Talmudists on the 
head of their most typical and poisonous vice! 

The Wall Street Journal in “Joint Chiefs’ Chairman Sparks a Furor With 
Remarks About ‘Jewish Influence’ ”’ (Nov. 14, 1974) reports: 

“Attacks on the General came from the American Jewish Congress, 
which charged the military leader with “virulent anti-Semitism,’ and 
from the Anti-Defamation League of B'nai B'rith, which termed the 
Brown statement ‘not only false but contemptible’ and asked President 
Ford to fire Gen, Brown.” 

The Journal wondered whether “Gen. Brown may be able to survive...” As 
a matter of fact, the Jewish organizations quickly realized that if they indeed 
blackmailed President Ford into-‘‘firing” Brown for an off-the-cuff criticism 
of the Jews, they would thereby have furnished a very cogent proof of their 
horrendous power in Washington. And for the time being they prefer to 
concentrate on making sure that, as the Jewish Week (Dec. 7) puts it, that any 
“dragging of” General Brown's feet‘‘on military aid to Israel...would not go 
unnoticed.” In short, by his justified criticism, General Brown has made 
himself an object of blackmail for more aid to Israel than ever. 


General Brown Had Said What is Both Valid and Needed to be Said 

The most frightening aspect of the humiliation inflicted on General Brown 
is that what he said was both necessary and essentially valid. John Rarick 
called ““Brown’s Israel Remarks ‘Correct’ ”’ (Stanford Daily, Nov. 27, 1974), 
Rowland Evans and Robert Novak commented that “‘the general’s blunt 
warning...had a solid foundation’ (Wash,Post, Nov. 18, 1974), Columnist 
Joseph Alsop commented (Ibid., Nov. 15, 1975), ‘‘Everyone knows these 
things, even if there is a convention that one must not say them.” Even an 
Israeli weekly, Ha’olam Hazeb, editorialized, “It may well be that General 
Brown is an anti-Semite. Nevertheless, no doubt exists that he was right” 
(Dec. 25, 1975). 

General Brown was indisputably right in his main thrust that American 
Jewry influences Congress to favor Israel both inordinately and harmfully to 
the U.S. The Jewish custom since the time of Christ is never to debate the 
right or wrong of a criticism but simply to smother it with the smear of 
anti-Semitism, But a deviation occured in the case of Brown's criticism. 
Brown, almost as an afterthought had added, “They own, you know, the 
banks in this country, the newspapers.” The word own was questionable. 
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Brown had made a slip when he said own instead of control. 


Hypocrites Quibble Gver Word Own, instead of Control ; 

With a virtually obscene glee and relief, the Zionists and their stooges 
zeroed in on this slip. Whether the Jews literally own the banks and the 
papers is a quibble. It does not detract one iota from the essential validity of 
Brown’s criticism. Senator Proxmire with the air of a Galahad jousting for the 
wuth insists Jews do not own the banks and the newspapers. And the 
Philadelphia Inquirer (Dec. 9, 1974) sallied forth with big headlines, “Myth 
of Jewish Domination of banks, Papers,’ equalled in many other papers. The 
Inquirer offered elaborate statistics that technically Jews do not own the 
banks and papers, but is forced to add: 

“Despite these facts, the ‘Jewish Lobby’ now operating on Capitol 

Hill is perbaps the most effective ethnic lobby ever assembled in 

Washington.” 

And that is the point of General Brown’s criticism plus his judgement that 
this lobby operates to the disadvantage of America, just as Senator Fulbright 

. had said before him, and long before that Col. Lindbergh. 

And denying Jewish ownership of banks and papers is a quibble which 
bypasses the fact that they so dominate them that it in effect equates 
ownership, With regard to Jewish power in banking, Wilmot Robertson, in his 
epochmaking book, The Dispossessed Majority (Howard Allen, Cape 
Canaveral, 1972, 584 pages) declares that year by year the 

“great Jewish banking bouses and investment companies,..Goldman, 

Sachs & Co., Kubn, Loeb & Co., Lazard Freres, Lebman Brothers, 

Lebman Corporation, and others are pushing their financial control 

deeper and deeper into the nation’s economy.” (p. 173) 


Jews Do in Fact Control the Media 

With regard to the news media, Robertson proves monopoly of the 
theatrical media — - television, radio, motion pictures — and their dominating 
book publishing: “..the largest wholesale book firms...are Jewish controlled” 
(p. 167-8), And “Jewish over-representation,” he finds ‘‘is overwhelming in 
the opinion-forming sanctuaries of American society.” He enumerates 
controlling Jewish interest in the most influential newspapers like the New 
York Times, Washington Post, and St. Louis Post Dispatch, Philadelphia 
Inquirer, San Francisco Chronicle, and many others. He continues: “The list 
of magazines is voluminous” and names eight of the most prominent (p. 165). 
He might also have named Playboy and most if not all of the other 
pornographic sheets in the country! 

At any rate, General Brown in attributing Jewish ownership of press and 
banks was wrong in using the word owned but right in effect and meaning. 
The quarrel on that subordinate phrase in General Brown’s comment is a 
quibble that should be beneath the dignity of really honest and honorable 
men. Essentially General Brown was right. The tragedy lies not in his having 
said owned instead of controlled, but in the fact that his essentially true and 
valid comment stirred up such a cyclone of vituperation. 
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Why Jewish Control of Banks and Press is So Objectionable 

A word however should be added in fairness to those well-meaning and 
honorable Jews who may ask as to why a powerful Jewish lobby should be so 
bad and Jewish control of the banks and the media. They may reflect that 
after all, Anglo-Americans have for decades controlled the media and the 
banks and no one objected, and the Irish have lobbied for Ireland, and the 
Catholics against abortion. The answer unfortunately has to be painful to 
honorable Jews. It is, for example, that when Catholics lobby against 
abortion they lobby against something evil, something which God and man 
should abhor. When the Irish lobby for Ireland they lobby for its 
self-determination, for its liberation from British imperialism, and for their 
right to practice their religion, When the Anglo-Americans controlled the 
banks and the media they reasonably well did so in harmony with Christian 
principle and for the common good, 


Talmudists Tend to Be on the Evil Side of Things 

The Jews, however, whom General Brown criticized, lobby to retain the 
territorial conquests of their aggression in 1967, a type of aggression for 
which Jews wanted Germans hanged as war criminals! And the resentment of 
Jewish control over media and banks goes deeper than that, deeper than is 
consciously realized or admitted. It is that the Christian world has learned 
from long experience that ever since the Jews rejected Christ they tend to be 
on the subversive, the immoral side of things, on the side that is not 
wholesome or good for mankind. 

After World War II, they were for a harsh genocidic peace for the German 
people, Since 1948, they gloried in driving the Palestinians out their ancient 
homelands and enlarging their country by military aggressions. 

Here the impact of Jewry has been on the side of subversion and 
communism, on the side of pornography, abolition of public prayer, 
abortion, premarital sex, coddling of criminals, gambling, and tolerance of 
dope. Jewish control of the media is not merely the control by one ethnic 
group as against another, but the control by a minority which by its rejection 
of Christ has ranged itself essentially on the side of evil, it has down 
through the centuries been not only an enemy of Christianity, it has also been 
antagonistic to the virtues and the way of life Christianity tries to create. As a 
consequence, any Christian civilization cannot for long tolerate Jewish, that 
is, Talmudic, control of the money and the media, For the sake of the sincere 
and honorable Jews, one reluctantly and with sorrow in one’s heart makes 
such a judgement, but honesty requires it, And the long-term welfare of the 
Jews themselves calls for it. 


CHAPTER XXX 
. JAMES FORRESTAL — FIRST SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 


The sickening power of Talmudic smear-terrorism, vindictive, inexorable, 
and on the side of evil, was seldom more glaring than in the persecution of 
James Forrestal, Forrestal was the First Seceretary of Defense (1947-1949) 
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and among the greatest of Secretaries of the Navy. The nation’s most 
formidable aircraft carrier is named for him, and a research center at 
Princeton, and his bust is on the right-hand side of the entrance to the 
Pentagon. He was therefore a great man, precisely of the kind of greatness, as 
we have seen, that tends to run afoul of the Talmudists. And it did. 

For he was also just and honorable. In 1944-45, he urged a humane 
interpretation of the policy of Unconditional Sumender; he urged “the issuance 
of a statement to the effect that while the Allied Forces in Europe were 
determined to eradicate Hitlerism, they had no intention of ‘morgenthauing’ 
Germany” (See Arnold A. Rogow, James Forrestal, Macmillan Co., 1963, p. 
163). This decency by itself would have earned him the hatred of genocidists 
like Kaufman, Morgenthau, Nizer, and Winchell. 

But this Talmudic hatred only came to the surface after he told Franklin 
D. Roosevelt, Jr., on February 3, 1948, that “the methods that had been used 
to bring coercion and duress on other nations [‘‘on behalf of the Jewish State 
in Palestine”] bordered closely onto scandal.” When he was told “that our 
failure to go along with the Zionists might lose the states of New York, 
Pennsylvania and California,” he replied that “it was about time that 
somebody should pay some consideration to whether we might not lose the 
United States’ (From The Forrestall Diaries, Ed. by Walter Millis. Viking 
Press, N.Y. 1951, p. 363). , 


When Forrestal Urged American Interest Above Israel’s, Hatred Mounted 

From that time on Forrestal got the full treatment of character- and career 
assassination of which the Talmudists are capable and which caused Christ to 
call them the synagogue of Satan. The Washington Observer (June 15, 1972) 
reports that Forrestal 

“incurred the wrath of the Zionists by opposing the American 
Government support of the Jewish occupation of Palestine and ibe 
stirring up of the Arab world against the U.S....In their vengeance, the 
Zionists selected Drew Pearson to lead the vicious campaign to detroy 
Forrestal. The Anti-Defamation League of B’nay B'rith assigned David 
Katz (alias Karr), former by-line writer for the Communist Daily 
Worker, and Andrew Older, member of the Washington, D.C. 
Communist newspaper cell, to the Pearson staff to assist in the 
vilification campaign against Forrestal.” 

The Zionist furnished funds . 

“to shadow Forrestal day and night, check on bis personal life and the 
lives of bis wife and son. Forrestal’s personal correspondence and office 
files were stolen and publisbed,,.Pearson published not only half-truths 
but pure unadulterated falseboods about Forrestal.” 

The Talmudists propagated the rumor that “Forrestal personally was not 
merely anti-Zionist but anti-Semitic.” Such an accusation, in the atmosphere 
Talmudists have created in America, is of course worse for a man’s career 
than arsenic is for his life! His biographer, Arnold Rogow, writes: 

“One consequence...was that Forrestal, during bis last months in 
office, barboved a conviction that he was under day-and-night 
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surveillance by Zionist agents,’ 
Rogow concedes that “it is entirely possible that he was ‘shadowed’ by 
Zionist agents in 1947 and 1948,” e.g. by two photographers in a blue sedan 
hoping to catch Forrestal “entering or leaving an Arab embassy” (Op.cit., p. 
181-2). Can one conceive of such Zionist impudence directed unhindered 
against an American Secretary of Defense! 


Forrestal Cracks Under Smear Terror 

Finally he could not take it any longer; on March 28, 1949, he resigned, 
“convinced that his resignation was not unrelated to pressure brought to bear 
on the Administration by American Jewish organizations” (Op.cit., p.181). 
Within 2 week he was in a mental ward in the Bethesda Naval Hospital. On 
May 22, while unguarded, he crashed through a window of the 16th floor to a 
roof on the third floor — and was dead. Biographer Rogow writes: 

“Officially, of course, Forrestal committed suicide on May 2, 1949, 
But among those close to bim there are some who believe that bis death 
was accidental, and there are even a few who are certain that be was 
murdered, ov if not murdered, that bis death was very much desired by 
individuals and groups who, in 1949, held great power in the United 
States,”’ (Rogow, p. 48) - 

And who, as General Brown, to his embarrassment, said, still hold this 
power! : : 

Who conducted the smear-terrorism against Forrestal. Westbrook Pegler in 
a syndicated column declared that 

“Forrestal bad been ‘hounded’ by Pearson and Winchell ‘with dirty 
aspersions [and] insinuations, until...one of the finest servants that the 
Republic ever bad died by suicide.’”’ (Ibid, p.36). 

Biographer Rogow comments: 

“In late 1948 and early 1949, Pearson and Walter Winchell devoted 
several columns and radio broadcasts to allegations that Forrestal had 
been unethical, or worse, in establishing in 1929 a dummy Canadian 
corporation in order to realize an income-tax saving...that Forrestal’s 
opposition to the establishment of the State of Israel was connected 
with bis former partnership in the Dillon, Read & Co. banking firm. 
(Ibid., p- 28) 

Both of these sinister and nasty allegations were lies, the kind of lies Martin 
Luther referred to when he wrote The Jews and Their Lies, But everyone who 
fears the Internal Revenue Bureau can appreciate the anxiety charges like 
those syndicated against Forrestal would create. 


Forrestal Hounded to Death — and Growing in Esteem Ever Since 
The day after Forrestal died, the House of Representatives, on May 23, 
1949, paid tribute to who will probably go down in history as America’s 
greatest Secretary of Defense. Congressman Paul Shaefer said: 
“James V, Forvestal bated the Communists...be bated the thoughts of 
allowing the Communists to overrun Poland, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, 
Rumania, Hungary, Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, and China,” 
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And Congressman Thomas Hale Boggs of Louisiana all but named the likes 
of Pearson and Winchell and the Jewish smear-terrorists, when he said: 

“this public official, probably more than any man of our time, was 
subjected to a campaign of abuse and vilification the like of which I bave 
never beard..,ti' this Capital of the United States the most devastating 
weapons used — more devastating than machine guns or mortars... — are 
the cruel weapons of distorted words, and they were used against this 
great man in a most unfair, uncharitable, and unthinkable manner.” 
{Quoted from Rogow, p.25) 

Westbrook Pegler, who himself as we have seen eventually became a victim 
of the Talmudic smear-terror, in January 1949 with referrence to a particular 
nasty Pearson-Winchell slander that Forrestal had escaped by a back door 
while burglars robbed his wife of jewelry, wrote to Forrestal as follows: 

“1 feel challenged as a newspaperman by the viciousness of this and 
similar slanders from the same source and from Winchell. If our press is 
worth a damn it ought to destroy these bastards...” (Rogow, p.31) 


CONCLUDING REMARKS 

In view of what Pegler said of the Pearson-Winchell smear tactics — namely 
quash them - should not all honorable Americans — Christians, Gentiles, 
Jews — insist on the same thing for the whole Zionist and Talmudic apparatus 
of smear-terrorism? 

Is it right and proper that freedom of speech and freedom of the Press in 
America should always and everywhere be limited to what is not critical of 
Jews or Israel? 

Must our greatest and noblest men and women, merely because they are 
honest and honorable enough no to be bribed or blackmailed into becoming 
Pontius Pilates, too honest and brave to let themselves be enslaved by the 
threat of the smear of anti-Semitism, be exposed to character- and career 
assassination? 

It is the purpose of this essay, The Curse of Anti-Anti-Semitism: Making 
Pontius Pilates Out of Politicians, to encourage honorable and honest men, 
including Zionists, to answer with a resounding “no” to the question — and 
translate the “no” into action. 
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OUR MOTTOIS.., 

.. Things can only be righted without war by force of public opinion, Books and 
pemphlets make public opinion. if you want Communism repressed, the Captive 
Nations freed, the iron Curtain removed in Europe, the Berlin Wall torn down, if 
you want law and order and Christian ideals to prevail, please order, read and 
distribute some of the books and pamphlets listed below, Thank you! 


LIST OF OUR MOST PERMANENTLY 
CARRIED BOOKS AND PAMPHLETS 


68 pages, sgl. copy $1.50 — 3 for $4.00 — 20 for $15.00.) 


oO FOr! Sicecscc send me ...... copies of Dr. App’s A STRAIGHT LOOK AT 
THE THIRD REICH: Hitler and National Socialism, How Right, How 
Wrong? (60 pgs., sgl. copy $1. — 3 for $2, — 30 for $10.) Possibly Dr. 
App’s most significant publication, Rev. Aug. 15, 1975. 


oO For $..u0... send me ...... copies of Dr, App's HISTORY'S MOST 
TERRIFYING PEACE (110 pgs,, sgl. copy $1. — 3 copies for $2.) First 
published in 1946. Exposes the crimes of Morgenthau, Roosevelt, of Yalta 
and Potsdam, Hardhitting, interesting, 


Oo For $...... send me ..... copies of Dr, App’s MORGENTHAU ERA 
LETTERS (116 pgs., plastic cover, sgl. copy $2, — 2 for $3, Rev. Oct. 
1974). 119 Letters on WW I! to press and personalities — from Roosevelt 
to Baruch, Fascinating, enlightening, 

send me ..... copies of Dr, App’s THE SIX MILLION 

Opgs., sgl. copy 50 cents — 3 for $1. — 30 for only $10.) Rips 

the mask off the “Holocaust”! 


for $1. — 100 for $5.) This exposes the real cause of Britain and the U.S. 
fighting and destroying Germany. 


o For §.. 
(8pgs., 
smear-terrorism deplored. 

oO For send me ...... copies of Dr, App’s REPLY TO A JEWISH 

BIRC! 4 pgs,, sgl. copy 15 cents — 15 for $1, — 100 for $5.) One is 

not anti-Semitic, nor neo-Nazi if one calls Hitler right in demanding 

self-determination for Danzig. 


